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Glossary

Advance Pricing Agreement (APA) / Advance Tax Agreement
See under ’Tax ruling’.
Aggressive tax planning
See under ‘Tax avoidance’.
Anti-Money Laundering Directive (AMLD)
A European Union (EU) directive regulating issues related
to money laundering and terrorist financing, including
public access to information about the beneficial owners
of companies, trusts and similar legal structures. The 4th
AMLD was adopted in May 2015, and it is expected that a 5th
AMLD will be adopted during 2017.
Automatic Exchange of Information
A system whereby relevant information about the wealth
and income of a taxpayer – individual or company – is
automatically passed by the country where the funds are
held to the taxpayer’s country of residence. As a result, the
tax authority of a taxpayer’s country of residence can check
its tax records to verify that the taxpayer has accurately
reported their foreign source income and wealth.
Base erosion and profit shifting (BEPS)
This term is used to describe the shifting of taxable profits
out of countries where the income was earned, usually to
zero- or low-tax countries, which results in ‘erosion’ of the
tax base of the countries affected, and therefore reduces
their revenues.
Beneficial ownership
A legal term used to describe anyone who has the benefit
of ownership of an asset (for example, bank account, trust,
property). In some cases, the beneficial owner does not
nominally own the asset because it is registered under
another name.
Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)
CCCTB is a proposal that was first launched by the European
Commission in 2011. It entails a common EU system for
calculating the taxable profits of multinational corporations
operating in the EU, and dividing this among the EU
member states based on a formula to assess the level of
business activity in each country. The proposal does not
specify what tax rate the member states should apply to
the taxable profits, but simply allocates it and leaves it to
the member state to decide what tax to apply. The proposal
was redrafted and relaunched in 2016 (see chapter 5.2 on ‘A
coherent system for taxing multinationals’), and is currently
being negotiated by the EU member states.
Conduit-offshore financial centre
See ‘Offshore jurisdictions or centres’.

Controlled Foreign Company (CFC) rules
CFC rules allow countries to limit profit shifting by
multinational corporations by requesting that the
corporation reports on profits made in other jurisdictions
where it ‘controls’ another corporate structure. There are
many different types of CFC rules, with different definitions
of which kind of jurisdictions and incomes are covered.
General Anti-Avoidance Rule (GAAR)
GAAR refers to a broad set of different types of rules aimed
at limiting tax avoidance by multinational corporations in
cases where abuse of tax rules has been detected. When
used in tax treaties, GAARs can in some cases be used to
prevent tax avoidance by allowing tax administrations to
deny multinational corporations tax exemptions, but they do
not address the general problem of lowering of withholding
taxes through tax treaties, nor do they address the general
division of taxing rights between nations.
Harmful tax practices
Harmful tax practices are policies that have negative spillover effects on taxation in other countries, for example, by
eroding tax bases or distorting investments.
Illicit financial flows
There are several definitions of illicit financial flows. It can
refer to unrecorded private financial outflows involving capital
that is illegally earned, transferred or utilised. In a broader
sense, illicit financial flows can also be used to describe
revenue losses as the result of artificial arrangements that
have been put in place with the purpose of circumventing the
law or its spirit, such as aggressive tax planning.
Laundromat scandal
The Laundromat scandal first surfaced in 2014, but received
renewed attention in 2017, when the Organized Crime and
Corruption Reporting Project (OCCRP) published a series of
articles on a large-scale money laundering operation. The
scheme operated from 2010-2014, and allegedly brought at
least US$20 billion out of Russia and into banks around the
world. According to the media reports, the money laundering
in many cases involved shell companies registered in the
UK with nominee directors concealing the real owner (see
‘Beneficial owner’ above). A core method in the scheme was
for Russian ownership to guarantee large fake loans between
two shell companies. When one shell company failed to repay
the fake debt to the other, the loan would get authenticated by
judges in Moldova, at which point the Russian company would
be able to transfer money out of Russia under the pretence
of covering unpaid debt. The scandal has among other things
led to money laundering charges against a number of judges
in Moldova for their alleged involvement in the scheme. It has
also led to criticism of a number of international banks for
their failure to detect suspicious transactions.
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LuxLeaks
The LuxLeaks (or Luxembourg Leaks) scandal surfaced
in November 2014 when the International Consortium of
Investigative Journalists (ICIJ) exposed several hundred
secret tax rulings from Luxembourg, which had been leaked
by former employees of PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC).
The LuxLeaks dossier allegedly documented how hundreds
of multinational corporations were using the system in
Luxembourg to lower their tax rates, in some cases to less
than one per cent.
Malta Files
In 2017, the network of European Investigative
Collaborations (EIC) published a series of articles based
on hundreds of thousands of documents, including details
about over 70,000 companies registered in Malta’s public
company register. The investigation allegedly showed that
Malta operates as a hub for corporate tax avoidance inside
the EU and has, among other things, cost other countries €2
billion in lost tax income. The scandal also concluded that
the Maltese system is being used by wealthy individuals to
dodge taxes in their home countries.
OECD BEPS Convention
A convention to implement the treaty-related parts of the
outcomes of the OECD BEPS process (see below). Also
known as the Multilateral Convention to Implement Tax
Treaty Related Measures to Prevent BEPS or simply the
Multilateral Legal Instrument (MLI).
OECD BEPS process
Intergovernmental negotiating process initiated in 2013 with
the aim of producing an agreed outcome on how to address
base erosion and profit shifting (see above). The process
was led by the Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) and the Group of 20 (G20), and produced
the ‘BEPS package’, consisting of 15 agreed actions.
Offshore jurisdictions or centres
Usually known as low-tax jurisdictions, specialising
in providing corporate and commercial services to
corporations and individuals that aim to avoid or evade
taxes. This is often combined with a certain degree of
secrecy. ‘Offshore’ can be used as another word for tax
havens or secrecy jurisdictions. Offshore jurisdictions are
sometimes divided into ‘sinks’, which are jurisdictions that
attract and retain foreign capital, and ‘conduits’, which
function as intermediates between source countries and
sinks by enabling the transfer of capital without taxation.
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Panama Papers
The Panama Papers scandal broke in April 2016 when the
International Consortium of Investigative Journalists (ICIJ)
exposed hidden wealth and financial activities of political
leaders, drug traffickers, celebrities, billionaires, and others.
The core of the scandal was 11.5 million leaked files from
the Panamanian law firm Mossack Fonseca, which revealed
information about more than 214,000 secret companies
hidden in 21 different offshore jurisdictions. These companies
were linked to individuals in more than 200 countries and
territories worldwide. The scandal allegedly revealed that
secret companies had, among other things, been used for tax
evasion, corruption, fraud and money laundering.
Paradise Papers
The Paradise Papers scandal broke on 5 November 2017
when the ICIJ once again exposed the hidden world of tax
havens. The leak had ties to over 120 politicians and world
leaders, more than 100 multinational corporations, and
countless wealthy individuals, spread over 180 countries.
At the core of the stories were 13.4 million leaked files,
mainly originating from the law company Appleby, the trust
company Asiaciti, and company registers in 19 secrecy
jurisdictions.
Patent box
A ‘patent box’, ‘innovation box’, ‘intellectual property (IP) box’
or ‘knowledge box’ is a special tax regime that includes tax
exemptions or deductions for activities related to research,
innovation or intellectual property. These regimes have
often been labelled a type of ‘harmful tax practice’, since
they have been used by multinational corporations to avoid
taxation by shifting profits out of the countries where they
do business and into a patent box in a foreign country,
where the profits are taxed at very low levels or not at all.
Profit shifting
See ‘Base erosion and profit shifting’.

Glossary

Public country by country reporting (CBCR)
Public country by country reporting would require
transnational corporations to provide a publicly available
breakdown of profits earned and taxes paid and accrued, as
well as an overview of their economic activity in every country
where they have subsidiaries, including offshore jurisdictions.
In order to give an accurate picture, it should as a minimum
include public disclosure of the following information by each
transnational corporation in its annual financial statement:
•

A global overview of the corporation (or group): the name
of each country where it operates and the names of all
its subsidiaries trading in each country of operation.

•

The financial performance of the group in every country
where it operates, making the distinction between sales
within the group and to other companies, including
profits, sales and purchases.

•

The number of employees in each country where the
corporation operates.

•

The assets: all the property the corporation owns in that
country, its value and cost to maintain.

•

Tax information, i.e. full details of the amounts owed and
actually paid for each specific tax.

Sink-offshore financial centre
See ‘Offshore jurisdictions of centres’.
Special purpose entity
Special purpose entities, in some countries known as special
purpose vehicles or special financial institutions, are legal
entities constructed to fulfil a narrow and specific purpose.
Special purpose entities are used to channel funds to and
from third countries, and are commonly established in
countries that provide specific tax benefits for such entities.
Swiss Leaks
The Swiss Leaks scandal broke out in 2015 when the
International Consortium of Investigative Journalists (ICIJ)
exposed 60,000 leaked files with details about more than
100,000 clients of the bank HSBC in Switzerland. Among
other things, the data allegedly showed how HSBC was
helping clients set up secret bank accounts to hide fortunes
from tax authorities around the world, and assisting
individuals engaged in arms trafficking, blood diamonds and
corruption to hide their illicitly acquired assets.
Tax avoidance
Tax planning practices that are often technically legal,
but which stretch existing rules to their limits, or exploit
loopholes, to minimise tax payments. Tax avoidance
activities often go against the spirit of the law, although they
may comply with the letter of the law.

Tax evasion
Illegal activity that results in not paying or under-paying taxes.
Tax ruling
A tax ruling is a written interpretation of the law issued
by a tax administration to a taxpayer. It is in most cases
binding for the tax administration that issues it. Tax rulings
cover a broad set of written statements, many of which are
uncontroversial. However, those rulings that are so-called
‘advance tax agreements’ with multinational corporations
have become an issue of much debate. One such type of
agreement are the so-called advance pricing agreements
(APAs), which are used by multinational corporations to
get approval of their transfer pricing methods. Advance
pricing agreements and other advance tax agreements
have become increasingly controversial after the LuxLeaks
scandal, as well as several EU state aid cases, showing how
such deals can be used by multinational corporations to
avoid taxes on a large scale.
Tax treaty
A legal agreement between jurisdictions to determine the
cross-border tax regulation and means of cooperation
between them. Bilateral tax treaties often revolve around
questions about which of the jurisdictions has the right to
tax cross-border activities and at what rate. Tax treaties can
also include provisions for the exchange of tax information
between the jurisdictions, but for the purpose of this report
treaties that only relate to information exchange (socalled Tax Information Exchange Agreements (TIEA)) are
considered to be something separate from tax treaties that
regulate cross-border taxation. TIEAs are therefore not
included in the term tax treaty in this report.
Transfer mispricing
When different subsidiaries of the same multinational
corporation buy and sell goods and services between
themselves at manipulated prices, with the intention of
shifting profits into low-tax jurisdictions. Trades between
subsidiaries of the same multinational corporation are
supposed to take place ‘at arm’s length’, i.e. based on prices
on the open market. Market prices can be difficult to quantify,
however, particularly with respect to the sale of intangible
assets such as services or intellectual property rights.
Transparency
Transparency is a method to ensure public accountability
by providing public insight into matters that are or can be of
public interest.
Whistleblower
A whistleblower is a person who reports or discloses
confidential information with the aim of bringing into the
open information on activities that have harmed or threaten
the public interest.
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Executive summary

Corporate tax income is needed more than ever…

The international tax system remains full of loopholes

The world’s governments have committed to ambitious
Sustainable Development Goals and a new global climate
agreement, but the funding necessary to reach these goals
is lacking. This gap is felt most strongly in developing
countries, where funding sources are in short supply and
the development challenges are most severe. In this context,
corporate tax income is an absolutely indispensable source
of government revenue.

Some governments justify corporate tax cuts with a theory
that the income lost will be regained as a result of increased
efforts to combat tax avoidance. However, as highlighted
in this report, the political process to stop corporate tax
avoidance resulted – at best – in half-hearted solutions,
and new loopholes are being introduced to replace old
ones. Attempts to simplify the global tax system resulted
in the opposite, and the OECD’s base erosion and profit
shifting (BEPS) agreement has taken the complexity of the
international tax system to new levels.

…but governments are racing to the bottom
Despite the promises to make multinational corporations
pay their fair share of tax, the world’s governments have
become locked in a very costly and destructive ‘race to the
bottom’ on corporate taxation. One government’s decision to
cut taxes for corporations leads others to follow suit, and if
the current trend continues, the global average corporate
tax rate will hit zero per cent in 2052. This projection
is based on the development between 1980 – when the
average corporate tax rate was above 40 per cent – and
2015 – where it has dropped to less than 25 per cent.
Europe is playing a leading role in this race, and
currently seems to be accelerating the pace. An analysis
of developments in the EU and Norway shows that 12
governments have either just carried out a new cut in
the corporate tax rate, or are planning to do so over the
next few years. One extreme example is Hungary, which
slashed its corporate tax rate in half within a few months,
and overtook Bulgaria as the EU country with the lowest
corporate tax rate. Meanwhile, only two governments –
Greece and Slovenia – have decided to increase their rates.
While corporations are being asked to pay less, consumers
around the world are being asked to pay more, reflecting
the fact that someone has to fill the gap from the missing
corporate tax income. Since consumer taxes impact
disproportionally hard on the poorest, this trend has the
concerning consequence that tax systems are becoming
more regressive, and risk exacerbating inequality rather
than reducing it.
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Meanwhile, corporations continue to dodge taxes. A
constant stream of corporate tax scandals serves as a
reminder that corporate tax avoidance is still widespread,
and the best estimates say it is costing societies around
US$500 billion in lost revenue every year. One key reason
why this problem has been allowed to continue, is the
fact that governments offer secrecy, tax incentives and
loopholes that make it possible. Europe plays a central
role in this problem. Scientific research has identified
the countries that play the most central roles as ‘sinks’ –
where corporations can keep their profits without incurring
much tax – and ‘conduits', which are countries that help
channel corporate profits out of the countries where the
multinational corporation is doing business, and into the
sinks. The researchers found that the world’s largest sink
and conduit countries are both EU member states, namely
Luxembourg and the Netherlands respectively, while several
other European countries such as the UK and Ireland also
feature high on the list.

Developing countries have been side-tracked in
global decision making
Developing countries are particularly vulnerable to
corporate tax avoidance, as corporate taxation is central
to their revenue. Despite this, they are still not able to
participate on a truly equal footing in the decision-making
on international tax standards. The OECD – also known as
the rich countries’ club – continues to occupy the role as
global decision maker, often in tandem with the G20. And
while more than 100 developing countries were excluded
when the most recent standards were negotiated, OECD
countries are now keen to ensure that developing countries
join the implementation. Meanwhile, a large group of
developing countries keep calling for a UN negotiation to
solve the problems in the global tax system, in a setting
where all countries participate as equals. However, the
analysis carried out in this report shows that a large block
of EU countries still insist on keeping the global decision
making at the OECD.

Executve Summary

Secrecy remains a key obstacle to tax justice
Meanwhile, information is still hard to get for citizens
that want to know what multinational corporations pay in
taxes, and hence tax scandals still serve as a key source
of information. Whistleblowers who expose corporate tax
avoidance risk prosecution, as exemplified by the ongoing
LuxLeaks trial in Luxembourg.
As a result of the mounting political pressure, the EU is
now discussing whether to allow citizens to see where
multinational corporations do business, and how much
they pay in taxes in each country where they operate.
However, this report has mapped the positions of 18
European countries, as well as the European Parliament
and Commission, and found that a majority are still against
introducing full public country by country reporting.
On a more positive note, substantial progress is being made
with regards to ending anonymous shell-companies, which
can be used to hide money and evade taxation. A growing
number of countries are committing to introducing public
company registers showing the real – beneficial – owners.
However, despite the revelations in the Paradise Papers, the
EU is still locked in hard negotiations about whether public
registers should become an EU-wide standard, and whether
owners of trusts should also be publicly registered.
While the EU is focused on blacklisting other countries as ‘tax
havens’, European countries have a lot of homework to do.

In this report, a broad coalition of civil society organisations
analysed 18 European countries and found that:
•

Harmful tax practices are popular in several European
countries, and problematic practices such as patent boxes
and secret advance tax rulings have been increasing
in numbers over the last years. Out of the 18 countries
analysed, five received a ‘green light’ on harmful tax
practices, while nine countries received a ‘red light’.

•

European tax treaties with developing countries remain
a key issue of concern. Out of the 18 countries analysed,
12 countries have tax treaty networks that are highly
problematic;

•

Six countries have pushed ahead in the fight against
secret shell companies by introducing public company
registers showing the real – beneficial – owners.
Meanwhile, secret company ownership is still possible
in 12 of the analysed countries, and the UK still offers
opportunities for setting up anonymous trusts;

•

The majority – ten of the analysed countries – seem
reluctant or outright against the idea of introducing full
public country by country reporting, which would allow
citizens to see where multinational corporations do
business, and how much they pay in taxes;

•

13 out of 18 countries are openly against the proposal
of establishing an intergovernmental UN tax body to
address the problems in the global tax system, while
ensuring that developing countries participate on a truly
equal footing;

•

While the vast majority of the governments studied now
provide financial support to promoting domestic resource
mobilization in developing countries, few have analysed
how their own tax systems and policies can either promote
or undermine tax collection in developing countries.
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This report makes the following recommendations:

Tax policies
Governments and EU institutions must promote progressive
tax systems to counter rising inequality; ensure that tax
policies promote gender equality and are fully in line with
policy coherence for development; and stop the race to the
bottom on corporate taxation, including through lowering
corporate tax rates and using harmful tax practices that
facilitate corporate tax avoidance.
For this purpose, they should:
1. Carry out and publish spill-over analyses of all national
and EU-level tax policies, including special purpose
entities, tax treaties and incentives for multinational
corporations, in order to assess the impacts on developing
countries, and remove or reform policies and practices
that have negative impacts on developing countries.
2. Undertake a rigorous study, jointly with developing countries,
of the merits, risks and feasibility of more fundamental
alternatives to the current international tax system, such
as unitary taxation, with special attention to the likely
impact of these alternatives on developing countries.
3. Support a proposal on a Common Consolidated
Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB) at the EU level that includes
the consolidation and apportionment of profits, and
avoid introducing new mechanisms that can be abused
by multinational corporations to dodge taxes, including
large-scale tax deductions.
4. Publish data showing the flow of investments through
special purpose entities in their countries.
5. Stop the spread of, and remove, existing patent boxes
and similar harmful structures.
6. Publish the basic elements of all advance tax
agreements granted to multinational corporations
(including, at a minimum, the name of the corporation
to which it is issued, duration of the agreement and
the topics covered). Move towards a system for taxing
multinational corporations that is transparent, clear and
less complex.
7. Publish annual assessments of the cost and benefits of
all tax incentives provided to multinational corporations.
8. Ensure that tax advisors are legally liable for promoting
and advising on practices that violate the law.
9. Adopt effective whistleblower protection to protect those
who act in the public’s interest, including those who
disclose legal tax avoidance or tax evasion. The protection
must include both private and public sector employees.
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10. If negotiating or renegotiating tax treaties with
developing countries, governments should:
•

Conduct and publish a comprehensive impact
assessment to analyse the impact on the developing
country and ensure that negative impacts are avoided;

•

Fully respect source country rights to tax the profits
generated by business activities in their countries,
and stop reducing withholding tax rates;

•

Ensure full transparency around every step of treaty
negotiations as well as effective participation by civil
society and parliamentarians.

Transparency
Governments and EU Institutions must allow the public
to access the key corporate information necessary to
ensure accountability and tax justice. They must also
ensure full and effective exchange of information between
all the governments so that citizens are not able to use
international structures to circumvent national tax laws.
For this purpose, they should:
11. Work towards a Global Standard on Automatic
Information Exchange, which includes a transition
period for developing countries that cannot currently
meet reciprocal exchange requirements due to lack of
administrative capacity. This transition period should allow
developing countries to receive information automatically,
even though they might not have the capacity to share
information from their own countries. Furthermore, under
the current standards, developed country governments
must commit to exchange information automatically with
all developing countries that fulfill basic data protection
requirements, by establishing the necessary bilateral
exchange relationships.
12. Establish fully publicly accessible registries of the
beneficial owners of companies, trusts and similar
legal structures. At the EU level, the revision of the EU
anti-money laundering directive provides an important
opportunity to do so, and governments must ensure that
the problems related to secret ownership, as exposed in the
Panama Papers, are finally resolved.
13. Adopt full country by country reporting for all large
multinational corporations, and ensure that this
information is publicly available in an open data
format that is machine readable and centralised in a
public registry. This reporting should be at least as
comprehensive as suggested in the OECD BEPS reporting
template,1 but cover all corporations that meet the EU
definition of ‘large undertaking’.

Executve Summary

International decision-making
Governments and EU institutions must support all
international decision-making on tax matters being fair and
transparent, including the participation of all countries on
a truly equal footing, and an intergovernmental decisionmaking process that allows full access for observers.
For this purpose, they should:
14. Support the establishment of an intergovernmental tax
body under the auspices of the UN, with the aim of ensuring
that developing countries can participate equally in the
global reform of international tax rules. This forum should
become the main forum for international cooperation
in tax matters and related transparency issues. The tax
body should be adequately funded and allow full access
to observers, including civil society and parliamentarians.
One of the key priorities of the commission should be to
negotiate and adopt an international convention on tax
cooperation and related transparency.
15. Replace or fundamentally reform the EU Code of
Conduct Group on Business Taxation to ensure that EU
decision-making on international tax matters becomes
fully transparent to the public, and that decision-makers
become accountable to their citizens.
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1. Introduction

When they adopted the Sustainable Development Goals
(SDGs) in 2015, the world’s governments committed to
eradicating extreme poverty and hunger, reducing global
inequality, ensuring free quality education for all children,
universal access to safe drinking water, sanitation,
reproductive healthcare, safe and affordable housing, and
preventing the extinction of threatened plants and animals
– all within the next 15 years.2 Additionally, through the
Paris Climate Agreement, they committed to strengthening
the global response to climate change.3 Common to these
ambitious objectives is the fact that the funding necessary to
reach them is lacking.
Taxation is the most important source of government income,
and will be essential for achieving these global goals.
However, numerous scandals have revealed serious flaws in
the global tax system, including serious examples of largescale tax dodging by some of the world’s largest multinational
corporations and richest individuals. Some of these scandals
concern illegal tax evasion, whereas others involve tax
avoidance by multinational corporations, the latter being tax
planning practices that may be technically legal, but that
either stretch existing rules to their limits, or exploit loopholes.
The latest large-scale scandal, dubbed the ‘Paradise
Papers’, happened in early November 2017, when the
International Consortium of Investigative Journalists (ICIJ)
published findings based on 13.4 million leaked files from
the law firm Appleby, the trust company Asiaciti, and 19
corporate registers from secrecy jurisdictions.4 The leaks
revealed hidden offshore activities of over 120 politicians
and global leaders, countless wealthy individuals and more
than 100 multinational corporations.5

The leak shone a light on the tax arrangements of giants
such as Nike, Apple and Glencore. It also revealed how
multinational corporations active in Africa and Asia operate
through shell companies in Mauritius and Singapore.6
Appleby replied by underscoring that the activities were
fully legal and that the company saw no evidence of
wrongdoing on their part.7 However, the fact that concealing
large amounts of wealth and moving profits into tax havens
can still be done in legal ways only raises even stronger
concerns about the state of the global tax system.
Through initiatives such as the action plan on base erosion
and profit shifting (BEPS) and automatic information
exchange, the member states of the Organisation for
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD) and the
Group of 20 (G20) have committed themselves to creating
a functioning global tax system.8 In particular, they have
sought to ensure that multinational corporations pay taxes
where they do business, and break down the secrecy
structures that have allowed large sums of money to
disappear into an international tax vacuum. However, a few
years after these initiatives were launched the job seems
largely undone, and the political promises made are losing
ground to other agendas. Indeed, while these promises
to address global tax problems remain largely unfulfilled,
many of the same governments are providing multinational
corporations with yet more tax reductions.
This report analyses the state of play with a special focus on
European policies and proposals, which can have an impact
on tax dodging by multinational corporations and wealthy
individuals globally, and the consequences this can have for
developing countries.

Box 1: Tax and gender equality
All tax policies and systems can have differing impacts
on women and men, and many current practices have
disproportionately negative impacts on women, which
is why an understanding of gender and tax should
be central to efforts to reform the global system and
national tax regimes.
In November 2016, the United Nations Committee on the
Elimination of Discrimination Against Women (CEDAW)
concluded a review of Switzerland and stated concern
about ‘[Switzerland’s] financial secrecy policies and rules
on corporate reporting and taxation having a potentially
negative impact on the ability of other states, in particular
those already short of revenue, to mobilise the maximum
available resources for the fulfilment of women’s rights.’ 9
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This important acknowledgement of the links between
women’s rights, financial secrecy and harmful tax
practices came after civil society organisations had
urged the committee to recognise the issue.10
Public revenues are essential to promote gender equality
and protection of women’s rights, including the provision
of services such as reproductive healthcare and
education. When government budgets fall short, women
often suffer disproportionately from spending cuts
and underfunded services, since it is often women and
girls who undertake most of the care of children, older
people and the family.11 Tax dodging by multinationals
and wealthy individuals reduces public revenues and can
undermine efforts to protect women’s rights.

2. The race to the bottom

‘The trend of corporate tax rate reductions, which had slowed
down after the crisis, seems to be gaining renewed momentum.’
This was the OECD’s conclusion in an assessment of the tax
trend across its member states.12 The analysis, published in
September 2016, does not include more recent developments,
such as the dramatic reduction of the corporate tax rate in
Hungary, which was slashed by more than half – from 19 per
cent to just 9 per cent (see table 1).13

The tax trend in OECD countries can create political
momentum in other countries around the world to follow
suit, resulting in an accelerated global ‘race to the bottom’.

Table 1: Recent and upcoming changes in corporate income tax rates in EU countries and Norway, covering the years
from 2015 to 2022. The table shows corporate income tax rates exclusive of surtax. For Luxembourg, the numbers in
brackets indicate the combined corporate income tax rate.14 Latvia has increased its corporate tax rate to 20 per cent, but at
the same time introduced a 0 per cent corporate tax rate for retained and reinvested earnings.
Summary of changes

2015

2016

2017

2018

2019

2020

Hungary

52.6% reduction from
2016 to 2017

19%

19%

9%

Belgium

24.2% reduction from
2018 to 2020

33%

33%

33%

29%

29%

25%

France

24.2% reduction from
2018 to 2022

33%

33%

33%

33%

31%

28%

Netherlands

16% reduction from
2017 to 2021(*)

25%

25%

25%

United Kingdom

15% reduction from
2016 to 2020

20%

20%

19%

19%

Norway

14.8% reduction from
2015 to 2018

27%

25%

24%

23%

Luxembourg

14.3% reduction from
2016 to 2018

21%
(29%)

21%
(29%)

19%
(27%)

18%
(26%)

Italy

12.7% reduction from
2016 to 2017

27.5%

27.5%

24%

Spain

10.7% reduction from
2015 to 2016

28%

25%

25%

Sweden

9.1% reduction from
2017 to 2018

22%

22%

22%

Denmark

6.4% reduction from
2015 to 2016

23.5%

22%

22%

Slovakia

4.6% reduction from
2016 to 2017

22%

22%

21%

15%

15%

15%

Latvia
Greece

11.5% increase from
2015 to 2016

26%

29%

29%

Slovenia

11.8% increase from
2016 to 2017

17%

17%

19%

(*) The reduction has been proposed by the government
but is not yet formally adopted by Parliament.

2021

2022

26.5%

25%

21%(*)
19%

17%

20%(*)

20%/0%

Sources: OECD,15 Luxembourg government,16 EY,17 UK government,18 Dutch government,19 Swedish
government,20 Norwegian government,21 Latvian parliament,22 French parliament23 and French government.24
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This race is by no means a new phenomenon – the average
global corporate tax rate has been falling since the early
1980s, dropping from above 40 per cent to below 25 per
cent in less than 35 years (see figure 1).25

Figure 1: Global Corporate Income Tax Rate 1980-2015
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Source: Eurodad calculations based on IMF data26
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Box 2: When will we hit the bottom?
If the changes in the global corporate tax rate from
1980-2015 were to continue, it would hit zero by 2052.27
This would be a very conservative projection,
given that the speed of corporate tax cuts, especially
among OECD countries, seems to have increased
after 2015,28 and that some multinational corporations
have already been able to reduce their effective tax rate
to less than one per cent due to generous treatment
by some governments.29
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Adding to the race to the bottom is the fact that many
countries are using so-called ‘harmful tax practices’ (see
chapter 4), which can help multinational corporations
avoid paying the official corporate income tax rate in
countries where they do business. Common for all tax
benefits designed for cross-boundary activities is that they
are of no use to companies that are only present in one
country, which is especially the case for many small and
medium enterprises. Thus, these tax practices distort the
competition between big business and small companies.

The race to the bottom

2.1 Why do governments race to the bottom?
When cutting the corporate tax rate, governments often
refer to the need to ‘compete’ with other countries and the
need to attract investment. But this is a highly questionable
argument. In a recent analysis, the tax expert and senior
policy advisor at Oxfam Novib, Francis Weyzig, concludes
that in general, there is no link between tax rates and a
country’s investment climate.30 This finding echoes concerns
raised numerous times before. In 2013, for example, a
World Bank survey found that over 90 per cent of surveyed
investors in East Africa would have invested even if they had
not received any tax incentives,31 and in 2015, a report by
the IMF, OECD, World Bank and the UN highlighted that ‘tax
incentives generally rank low in investment climate surveys in
low-income countries, and there are many examples in which
they are reported to be redundant – that is, investment would
have been undertaken even without them.’32
Another argument is that lower corporate tax rates will
translate into higher wages for workers, cheaper products for
consumers and a healthier economy overall. But experiences
from the United States show a very different picture. Due to
large-scale tax avoidance, many of the largest multinationals
have in reality been paying very low levels of tax.33 And
while profits have increased dramatically, the share of
income going to workers has dropped and low wages have
stagnated34 (this, however, doesn’t apply to CEO salaries,
which have sky-rocketed35). It has sometimes been assumed
that when labour receives a smaller share of corporate
income, owners of capital will receive more.36 However, there
are indications that the share of income going to capital
has also declined.37 What has, however, increased, is the
tendency for market power to be concentrated among a few
corporations,38 reducing rather than improving competition.
Related to that, the difference between the prices consumers
have to pay for products, and the corporations’ cost of
production, has also increased substantially,39 showing that
consumers have paid the price. Nobel laureate in economics,
Joseph Stiglitz, comments that: ‘This increase in market power
helps explain simultaneously the slowdown in productivity
growth, the sluggishness of the economy, and the growth of
inequality – in short, the poor performance of the American
economy in so many dimensions.’40

Over US$250 billion:
the size of Apple’s cash
pile in 2017. 41
Corporate income tax is a key tool for avoiding the creation
of overly wealthy corporations, which can use their power
to control markets and lobby political decision-makers
to provide them with special benefits. At the same time,
corporate income tax provides governments with much
needed income, while ensuring that wealthy individuals do
not use corporate entities to evade personal income tax.42
Lastly, it is important to note that while private investments
are important, they cannot replace public investment. In its
2016 report, the Inter-Agency Task Force on Financing for
Development highlighted that ‘public investments in basic
infrastructure, health and education, and many other areas,
provide the preconditions without which markets cannot
function well’.43 Therefore, tax income remains vital.

2.2 Someone has to pay
When some taxpayers pay fewer taxes, governments can
either choose to cut spending, or increase taxes on others.
Therefore, when corporations enjoy a sharply declining
tax rate on their profits, ordinary workers and consumers
can be expected to pay more.44 This is hugely problematic.
Consumption taxes such as value added tax (VAT) target
consumers on a wide range of products. VAT rates are the
same for all, and consumption of everyday household goods
and services usually entails a larger share of the income
of poorer rather than wealthier people. Thus, VAT is often
viewed as a regressive tax, which risks contributing to
increasing inequality between rich and poor, as opposed
to reducing it. There are also concerns that women will be
impacted harder than men, among other reasons due to the
simple fact that women are more likely to live in poverty.45
Despite the regressive impact of consumption taxes,
international financial institutions such as the International
Monetary Fund (IMF) have consistently championed the
introduction or increase of indirect taxes in developing
countries.46
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Over the last 50 years, VAT has spread across the world:
while fewer than 10 countries applied the tax in the late
1960s, it is today a reality in over 166 countries.47

In the OECD, where the most recent data is available, VAT
rates rose sharply after 1975 before stabilising from 19952008, but then jumped to an all-time high of 19.2 per cent by
2015 (see figure 2).48

Figure 2: OECD Average VAT 1975-2016
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Eurodad illustration based on data from OECD. 49
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2.3 Tax certainty – for whom?
In 2017, the G20 and OECD put a strong new emphasis on the
importance of ensuring ‘tax certainty’ – by which they mean
that taxpayers should be able to predict how much tax they
will be asked to pay in the future. However, while certainty is a
positive concept, one might ask: for who? A report by the OECD
and IMF, which underpins the G20’s 2017 endorsement of the
concept, makes no secret of the fact that certainty is meant to
be provided specifically to businesses and investors.50
Among the tools promoted in the report are advance pricing
agreements, which are secret tax rulings issued by tax
administrations to specific multinational corporations. Such
rulings have become controversial, after several scandals
revealed how multinational corporations have used them to
avoid paying taxes (see chapter 4.4 on ‘Sweetheart deals’).
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The OECD/IMF report also makes clear that the ‘certainty’
agenda does not focus on tackling tax avoidance by
multinational corporations.51 Thus it provides no guarantee
that multinational corporations will pay their fair share of
tax, nor offers much tax certainty for ordinary citizens, who
might have to pick up the bill if corporations continue to
dodge taxes. The very focus on tax certainty for business
and investors gives the impression that the OECD and G20
are resisting further tax reforms to prevent corporate
tax dodging. Developing a new and better corporate tax
system could be a way to increase tax certainty for citizens,
corporations and investors.

3. Corporate tax avoidance

Meanwhile, many multinational corporations are continuing
to lower their tax payments even further through engaging
in tax avoidance. In a study published in 2017, Alex Cobham
and Petr Jansky estimated that governments worldwide
lose a staggering US$500 billion annually due to corporate
tax avoidance.52 Based on the same study, the Tax Justice
Network highlights the example of Pakistan, which loses
the equivalent of 40 per cent of the country’s overall tax
revenues from corporate tax avoidance,53 while Mark
Curtis and Bernadette O’Hare underline that the loss to
sub-Saharan Africa alone equals over two per cent of the
region’s GDP per year.54

Box 3: What does US$500 billion look like?
With the thickness of a normal US$1 bill being
0.010922cm,55 US$500 billion worth of dollar bills
would result in a pile of money more than 54,000
kilometres high. To put this in perspective, the
international space station is only just over 400
kilometres above the surface of the earth.56

This is money that could be spent on strengthening healthcare,
providing education, combating climate change, and on
reducing the escalating inequality that the world is currently
witnessing. In early 2017, an analysis by Oxfam found that the
world’s eight richest men now own the same wealth as the
poorest half of the world’s population.57 The world’s richest
individuals include numerous founders and owners of some of
the world’s largest multinational corporations.58

Box 4: Developing countries and tax
The ‘race to the bottom’ on corporate taxation is not
just a problem in OECD countries. A 2016 study by
ActionAid found that governments in East Africa could
be losing between US$1.5-$2 billion per year due to tax
incentives, many of which are granted to corporations.59

"Tax incentives generally rank low
in investment climate surveys in
low-income countries, and there
are many examples in which they
are reported to be redundant – that
is, investment would have been
undertaken even without them."60
Study by IMF, OECD, World Bank and the UN
The IMF’s Deputy Managing Director, Mitsuhiro
Furusawa, recently warned about the ‘damaging’
impacts of tax incentives in Southeast Asia, which
are offered by governments in the region in order to
attract foreign investment. He highlighted that: ‘we
are living through what often looks like a race to the
bottom in which countries compete – to the advantage
only of investors,’ adding that ‘the result is being felt
on the bottom line, with pressures on much-needed
government revenue.’61 This echoes the warning by
the IMF’s Managing Director, Christine Lagarde, who
has underlined that ‘by definition, a race to the bottom
leaves everybody at the bottom’.62
These tax incentives do not, however, seem to prevent
multinational corporations from seeking to avoid
paying taxes – meaning that governments lose out on
revenues twice. When assessing global losses due to
corporate tax avoidance, Alex Cobham and Petr Jansky
concluded that: ‘The greatest intensity of losses occurs
in low- and lower middle-income countries, and across
sub-Saharan Africa, Latin America and the Caribbean,
and South Asia’.63 The problem is serious because
developing countries rely more heavily on income from
corporate taxation: the UN Conference on Trade and
Development (UNCTAD) estimates that in developing
countries, taxes from foreign multinationals are twice
as important as a proportion of total tax revenues as
they are for developed countries.64
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Box 4 (continued): Developing countries and tax
Although developing countries are more badly affected
by the flaws of the global tax system than developed
countries, they have much less influence on global tax
standards, and face more difficulty in accessing the
information needed to combat the problem (see chapters
5.8 on ‘Ensuring financial and corporate transparency’
and 5.9 on ‘Ensuring truly global decision-making’).
UNCTAD has also estimated that one type of corporate
tax avoidance alone is costing developing countries
around US$100 billion per year, meaning that the total
loss can be assumed to be significantly higher.65
A recent Oxfam analysis found that Reckitt Benckiser
(RB), the UK-based multinational producer of products
such as Vanish, Durex and Dettol, avoided £200 million in
tax globally from 2014 to 2016, including up to £60 million
in developing countries.66 Oxfam’s report argues that RB
used intra-company transactions through the low-tax
jurisdictions of the Netherlands, Dubai and Singapore,
as well as tax rulings (see chapter 4.4 on ‘Sweetheart
deals’) issued by Luxembourg, to lower its global tax bill.
In response to the report, RB rejected Oxfam’s assertion
that it engaged in tax avoidance and underlined its
support for public country by country reporting. 67
When multinationals avoid paying taxes in developing
countries, governments are likely to try and fill the
gap through other means, including by imposing taxes
on consumers. The fact that VAT impacts the poorest
most,68 as noted above, is particularly problematic in the
poorest countries, where many people struggle to afford
basic necessities such as food and healthcare. Some
developing countries try to reduce the negative impacts
on the poorest people by exempting basic goods such as
food products and household items from VAT, but other
countries have recently reduced or abolished these kinds
of safeguard policies.69
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Developing countries are also affected by tax evasion
by individuals. In 2017, the Ecuadorian government
responded to the Panama Papers scandal by holding
a historic referendum on whether elected officials and
public servants should be barred from holding assets
or capital, of any nature, in a tax haven.70 According
to figures from the Ecuadorian Ministry of Foreign
Relations, US$30 billion in assets is held offshore by
Ecuadorian citizens, a sum that is the equivalent to a third
of its GDP.71
Tax haven referendum in Ecuador
To the question ‘Do you agree that, for those holding
a popularly elected office or for public servants,
there should be a prohibition on holding assets or
capital, of any nature, in tax havens?’ 55% voted ‘yes’
and 45% voted ‘no’.
In February 2017, the Ecuadorian public voted ‘yes’ – with
roughly 55 per cent voting in favour of barring offshore
holdings by public officials, and only about 45 per cent
opposing.72 In July the Ecuadorian National Assembly
adopted legislation to implement the proposal.73
In 2015, the Ecuadorian government published a blacklist
of jurisdictions that it considers to be tax havens.74 It
includes over 80 different tax jurisdictions, including EU
countries such as Luxembourg, Malta and Cyprus.75 In 2017,
the government of Ecuador added Hong Kong to the list,
and furthermore decided to consider tax regimes in the
Netherlands, UK, New Zealand and Costa Rica as harmful.76

Corporate tax avoidance

3.1 Which offshore financial centres
are multinationals using?
In 2017, a study was published in the scientific paper Nature,
which assessed the real ownership relations and number
of subsidiaries established by multinational corporations in
individual jurisdictions.77 This provided important input to a tax
debate that has often focused on which types of policies can,
in theory, lead to corporate tax avoidance, but rarely included
a quantitative assessment of which jurisdictions multinational
corporations are actually setting themselves up in.
Based on an analysis of over 98 million corporate entities,
the researchers mapped out the world of offshore financial
centres and identified two types of offshore jurisdictions.
First, ‘sinks’ are jurisdictions, most of which are small
with a low or zero corporate tax rate, where multinational
corporations store capital. Second, ‘conduits’ play a central
role as intermediaries, facilitating the movement of capital
between sinks and other countries where corporations are
doing business.
Generally, conduits are countries that allow corporations
to channel large sums of capital through them without
paying much, if any, tax. They are typically highly developed
countries with a large network of tax treaties and strong
legal systems. While the research identified 24 key sink
jurisdictions, the number of conduits was significantly lower
– only five conduits channel the majority of transfers to and
from some of the most important sinks (see table 2).78
The researchers also found that ‘the corporate use of
[offshore financial centres] is in fact concentrated in a small
number of key jurisdictions, most of which are highly developed
OECD countries’.79 Lastly, they noted that ‘the largest [offshore
financial centres] generally have well-developed regulatory
institutions and comply with international laws on trade and
money laundering’.80 This seems in line with concerns that
civil society organisations have often highlighted, namely
that loopholes in international standards allow jurisdictions
to be compliant, while at the same time continuing to
facilitate international tax dodging.

Table 2: Offshore financial centres – top five81
Sinks

Conduits

Luxembourg

The Netherlands

Hong Kong

United Kingdom

British Virgin Islands*

Switzerland

Bermuda*

Ireland

Cyprus

Singapore

(*) These jurisdictions are British Overseas Territories
Source: The top five sinks and conduit jurisdictions, as identified in the research
paper Uncovering Offshore Financial Centers: Conduits and Sinks in the Global
Corporate Ownership Network (Garcia-Bernardo et al., 2017). 82

As can be seen in table 2, European countries figure
prominently both in the list of the world’s largest sinks,
and in that of conduits. In fact, 80 per cent of conduits are
European countries, and similarly 80 per cent of sinks are
either European countries or their overseas territories.
The paper also identifies the geographical specifications
of the different sinks and conduits, and concludes that
the Netherlands specialises as a conduit to sinks such as
Luxembourg, Curaçao, Cyprus and Bermuda, while the
United Kingdom specialises as a conduit to Luxembourg,
Bermuda, Jersey, British Virgin Islands and Cayman Islands.
The third biggest conduit, Switzerland, acts as a link to
Jersey, while number four, Ireland, serves as a link between
American and Japanese corporations and Luxembourg.
Lastly, the paper found that the biggest sink, Luxembourg,
does not necessarily need conduits, and therefore the
majority of investments from Luxembourg go directly to
other countries.83 One key reason why Luxembourg does
not need conduits is that it is not typically identified as a tax
haven. In this context, Luxembourg’s membership of the EU
seems to be an advantage, since the EU has decided never
to list its own member states as tax havens (see chapter 5.3
on ‘Blacklisting ‘non-cooperative jurisdictions’’).
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Box 5: Keeping it in the family – how the EU discusses harmful tax practices among its member states
The prominent role that EU member states play among
the world’s biggest facilitators of corporate tax avoidance
makes it important to look at how the EU deals with
member states that engage in harmful tax practices. The
key mechanism used by member states to meet and discuss
these issues is the ‘Code of Conduct Group on Business
Taxation’ – informally known as ‘The Code’ – which was
set up in 1998. Meetings are kept secret from the public,
and the little information that gets published does not
include any specific detail about what was said.84 Minutes
of the meetings were also kept secret from the European
Parliament, but after a strong push, representatives of the
parliament were, in 2016, given access to some documents.
They were not, however, allowed to disclose the contents of
the documents to the public.85
Leaked German diplomatic cables have provided more
detail about discussions held by ‘The Code’ in the past.
One cable read, ‘It is impressive to see how some member
states present themselves outwardly as proponents of
[international tax reforms] and at the same time to watch
how they actually behave in EU discussions, protected by
confidentiality.’86 The confidential nature of discussions
also seems to have been an issue of heated debate in the
group. For instance, another leaked cable states that, ‘It
has become abundantly clear once again that a majority
[of member states] are not interested in real reform. In
particular, Luxembourg representatives said they would
fundamentally object to any proposal to publish arguments
made by Luxembourg in the committee.’87
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One obstacle to the EU making more ambitious reforms
is the requirement for unanimity on tax decisions.
When this issue was discussed in ‘The Code’, it seems
member states could not reach consensus on moving
from unanimous decision-making to qualified majority,
which means that decisions can still be blocked by small
minorities of countries, or even by a single state.88 In
addition to Luxembourg, the media has highlighted the
Netherlands as examples of countries often holding back
attempts to make progress on tax reforms in the EU.89
Meanwhile, two of the people who have played the most
central role in the European Parliament’s work on tax
have made strong objections to the EU’s method of
discussing harmful tax practices. In a joint declaration,
the parliamentarians Sven Giegold and Fabio De Masi90
underlined that ‘19 years of failure to tackle unfair
tax practices of member states are a major cause of
frustrations against the European project. (…) The unanimity
in the code group has to be overcome and the definition
of harmful tax measures be fundamentally reworked. The
proceedings shall become transparent so that citizens can
hold governments accountable.91

4. Potentially harmful tax practices

The ‘race to the bottom’ includes the simple approach of
lowering the corporate tax rate (see chapter 2 on ‘The race
to the bottom’), but also more complicated approaches that
allow multinational corporations to pay a much lower tax rate
than the official one. For example, countries can create ways
for corporations to reduce the amount of profit they have to
pay taxes on (the ‘tax base’). Common to these approaches
are that they create incentives for corporations to move their
profits from the countries where actual business activity
takes place, to countries where they pay less tax – in other
words, they can be used for aggressive tax planning.
In early 2016, a study was released that mapped the amount
of such structures in each EU member state. The study,
commissioned by the European Commission, showed that on
average, each EU member state had over 10 structures that
could be used for aggressive tax planning purposes, and not a
single member state had zero. The countries with the highest
number were the Netherlands (17), Belgium (16), Cyprus (15),
Malta (14), Latvia (13), Luxembourg (13) and Hungary (13).92

4.1 A changing landscape
The tax structures of countries are a constantly changing
landscape, and harmful structures are introduced, removed
or replaced. Sometimes, when removing a structure that
could be used for corporate tax avoidance, the government
at the same time announces new initiatives that fuel further
tax competition between countries, such as another type
of harmful structure, or simply a lowering of the corporate
tax rate. One example of this is the new government of the
Netherlands, which stated in its coalition agreement: ‘We fight
tax dodging and broaden the tax base for business. The revenues
generated by that will be used to lower the corporate income tax
rate, also given the developments in the countries around us.’93
Through the Paradise Papers, the International Consortium of
Investigative Journalists (ICIJ) highlighted several examples
of how quickly multinational corporations can change their
tax setups, and thus adjust as one loophole gets closed and
another is opened. According to the ICIJ, Apple allegedly
responded to a change in the Irish tax rules by moving to
Jersey, which allowed the corporation to ‘[continue] to enjoy
ultra-low tax rates on most of its profits and now holds much
of its non-U.S. earnings in a US$252 billion mountain of cash
offshore’.94 ICIJ added that ‘The Irish government’s crackdown
on shadow companies, meanwhile, has had little effect’. In
response, a spokesperson from Apple stated that ‘At Apple we
follow the laws, and, if the system changes, we will comply’.95

Another example from the Paradise Papers is Nike, which
according to the ICIJ, ‘stayed one step ahead of the regulators’
by changing its tax arrangements in 2014.96 Allegedly, Nike’s
new setup involves a tax deal with the Netherlands, as
well as a special loophole in the Dutch legislation (a type of
limited partnership known as a ‘Dutch CV’), which allows
corporations to keep their profits in the Netherlands without
paying tax.97 In response to questions from ICIJ regarding its
tax arrangements, Nike responded with the statement: ‘Nike
fully complies with tax regulations’.98
Tax loopholes such as the ones associated with Dutch CVs
were recently debated in the EU, where countries agreed
that they should eventually be closed. But after lobbying
from the government of the Netherlands,99 it was agreed
to keep the existing rules until 2021.100 During the EU
discussions, the tax advisor firm Baker McKenzie posted
an update on its website with the comment: ‘this means
that there will likely be more time to consider restructuring
alternatives before this updated EU Directive (…) comes into
play’, and added that ‘there are various transitional and longer
term solutions that can be considered and we would be happy
to discuss these with you.’101
In the following chapters, some of the common tools of
tax competition that are currently in place in Europe are
introduced, and in the national chapters, the state of play in
individual countries is analysed.

4.2 Special purpose entities
The research on offshore financial centres mentioned above
(see chapter 3 on ‘Corporate tax avoidance’) also identified
which types of corporate entities are used to hold and
transfer financial assets for multinational corporations, and
found clear sector specialisations for different countries.102
In the biggest conduit jurisdiction, the Netherlands, the
researchers found a frequent occurrence of ‘holding
companies’, which is often another phrase for ‘special
purpose entities’, which are also known as ‘shell companies’,
‘conduit companies’, or simply ‘letterbox companies’.

4.2.1 What are special purpose entities?
Special purpose entities exist only on paper, and the nickname
‘letterbox companies’ stems from the fact that they often only
consist of a nameplate and a post-box. They are ultimately
owned by a corporation in another country and carry out very
little, if any, actual economic activity in the country itself,
where they also have few or often no employees.103 The bulk
of the financial resources running through the company stem
from investments to or from other countries,104 and these
resources are normally subject to very little, if any, tax in the
country where the entity is registered.105
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Setting up a special purpose entity is not illegal, but they
can be used by multinational corporations to avoid taxation,
in particular as a tool to route the profits of the corporation
out of the countries where the real economic activity is
taking place, and into jurisdictions where those profits can
be kept free of taxation. For example, setting up an entity in
a country can give the multinational corporation access to
the tax treaty network of that country, and thus benefit from
lower tax rates for finances transferred to and from that
country (see chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties’).
The OECD highlights that special purpose entities account for
25 per cent or more of inward foreign direct investments in
Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Hungary, Austria, Iceland and
the United Kingdom, and also play a smaller but still significant
role in Switzerland, Denmark, Portugal, Sweden and Spain.106
The OECD’s analysis does not include specific data on special
purpose entities in Ireland, despite the fact that these types of
entities also play a major role in that country.107

4.2.2 Efforts to combat ‘letterbox companies’
In December 2015, the European Parliament called for a
‘ban’ on letterbox companies through the introduction of
new rules requiring a minimum level of economic activity.108
In response, the European Commission referred to antiabuse provisions that can be applied by member states and
commented that, ‘the fight against letterbox companies which
are used exclusively for tax evasion purposes should not lead to
the stigmatisation of company forms. There are many reasons
why companies are established abroad. Legitimate reasons for
establishment should be protected.’
The Commission also referred to a ruling by the European
Court of Justice to point out that ‘the fact that a company
does not conduct any business in the Member State in which
it has its registered office and pursues its activities only or
principally in the other Member State is not sufficient to prove
the existence of abuse or fraudulent conduct.’109 The question
of what constitutes ‘proof’ of abuse is key, because antiabuse provisions such as the Principal Purpose Test, which
is a commonly used anti-avoidance mechanism110 (see
chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties’), allows countries to
deny tax benefits to corporations if it can be proven that
achieving a tax benefit was one of the principal purposes of
the corporation’s actions. However, as can be seen from the
Commission’s comment, this can be difficult to do.
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Box 6: Complexity of multinational corporations
Multinational corporations often consist of a complex
network of legal entities. For example, the banking
giant HSBC is composed of at least 828 legal corporate
entities in 71 countries and the world’s largest brewer,
Anheuser-Busch InBev, consists of at least 680 entities
in 60 countries, according to the scientific paper
Uncovering Offshore Financial Centers: Conduits and
Sinks in the Global Corporate Ownership Network.111

Recently, the new government in the Netherlands
announced that it will introduce a withholding tax on interest
and royalty payments to some (yet to be identified) ‘lowtax jurisdictions’.112 However, the effectiveness of such an
initiative will depend on how it is implemented. At the same
time, the new Dutch government announced that it will
abolish the withholding tax on dividend payments,113 which
could have the opposite effect. Furthermore, several other
tax practices in the Netherlands still cause great concern
(see national chapter on ‘The Netherlands’).

4.3 Patent boxes
Patent boxes, or ‘knowledge boxes’, are a special type of tax
incentive offered to corporations for revenues derived from
intellectual property. They are also widely known as a practice
that creates the risk of corporate tax avoidance. Intellectual
property is very difficult to put a monetary value on, and its
geographical origin is often difficult to determine since, unlike
for example, factories, it is often not tied to a specific location.
Furthermore, payments for intellectual property (royalties)
often enjoy reduced rates of taxation through tax treaties, and
can thus be moved across borders without much (and in some
cases, zero) taxation.114 This has made intellectual property
income, and the patent boxes that provide associated low
taxation, a potential tool for multinational corporations who
wish to reduce their tax payments.
The IMF concluded in its biannual 2016 Fiscal Monitor that
‘the analysis shows that patent boxes (which reduce taxes on
income from intellectual property) are often not cost-effective
in stimulating [research and development]. In some cases, they
are simply part of an aggressive tax competition strategy’.115
These concerns are echoed by the European Commission,
which highlights that ‘patent boxes give a tax break on the
output from [research and development] activities i.e. earned
from exploiting intellectual property rights. Research shows
that they do not stimulate [research and development] and may
rather be used as a profit-shifting instrument, leading to high
revenue losses.’116
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4.3.1 Here to stay?
However, the number of EU countries with patent boxes
has increased significantly in the last ten years, and keeps
going upwards. In 2016, this number reached 13 countries
(see box 7), and in 2017, the government of Slovakia
also published a legislative proposal that includes the
introduction of a patent box.117

Box 7. EU member states with patent boxes
Belgium, Cyprus, France, Greece, Hungary, Ireland,
Italy, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Portugal,
Spain and United Kingdom (13 in total).118
Under consideration in: Slovakia.119

In addition to creating opportunities to avoid taxes, patent
boxes can result in large decreases in tax revenues for
the governments which implement them. For instance, the
introduction of a patent box in the Netherlands resulted in
an estimated tax loss of €605 million in 2011, and this figure
was projected to rise to €1.2 billion by 2016.120
Some had hoped that the BEPS project would lead to a ban
on patent boxes, but instead the BEPS outcome includes
a standard for how countries can design patent boxes,
the so-called ‘modified nexus approach’ (see also chapter
5.1 on ‘Implementing a controversial ‘sticking plaster’’).121
Commenting on this, Grace Perez-Navarro, Deputy Director
for the OECD’s Centre for Tax Policy and Administration
said: ‘[We created] the modified nexus approach so that the
tax benefit associated with the patent box is linked to real
economic activity. But (…) it’s not because the OECD thinks
patent boxes are a good idea. In fact, we think that there are
probably much better tax and other tools to foster innovation
and research and development than providing a benefit after
the research and development has been done and putting the
benefit on the profit.’122 Furthermore, the BEPS outcome also
included a generous ‘grandfathering clause’, which allows
corporations to keep patent box arrangements initiated
before June 2016 until 2021.123

"[The European Parliament] stresses that
the so-called modified nexus approach
for patent boxes recommended by the
BEPS initiative will not be enough to
sufficiently limit the problems associated
with patent boxes."
Resolution by the European Parliament124

4.3.2 Alternative ways of supporting
research and development
In its proposal on the Common Consolidated Corporate
Tax Base, the European Commission has proposed to
restrict access to patent boxes for some corporations when
operating in the EU. Under this proposal, the corporations
would however be able to obtain a very generous ‘super-taxdeduction’ on their research and development expenses (see
chapter 5.2 on ‘A coherent system for taxing multinationals’).
However, although support for research and development
is generally positive, opening up loopholes such as largescale deductions in the corporate tax system can be both a
harmful and ineffective approach.
The obvious alternative is for governments to support
research and development directly through budget
allocations. This not only ensures that all harmful effects on
the tax system are avoided. It also creates full transparency
around which types of support are given for what purpose,
and what the cost to society is. Furthermore, it gives
governments the opportunity to give highest priority
to those research and development activities that are
considered most important to society, rather than giving
away tax deductions for any expense that can be labelled
‘research and development’.

4.4 ‘Sweetheart deals’
Advance tax agreements, or ‘tax rulings’, are sometimes
referred to as ‘sweetheart deals’, since they are agreements
between tax administrations and specific multinational
corporations. In some cases they provide opportunities for
these corporations to avoid paying large amounts of tax.125
There are several different types of advance tax agreements.
The best-known type, so-called ‘advance pricing agreements’
(APAs), determine how transfer pricing rules will be applied
to certain transactions among subsidiaries of a multinational
corporation.126 But the agreements can also address other
issues in corporate taxation, such as how different types of
structures will be taxed.
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4.4.1 The problem with advance tax agreements
Advance tax agreements are usually127 not illegal. However,
their characteristics raise several concerns:
•

Advance: the agreements concern the future, and
thus the tax administration is not able to see the tax
return or country by country report of the multinational
corporation before entering into the agreement, since
these are submitted after the tax year has ended.
If the administration later discovers that the
corporation is engaged in large-scale tax avoidance,
the advance agreement can limit the administration’s
chances of intervening.

•

Binding: the agreements are often binding for the tax
administrations that enter into them, normally for a predetermined period of, for example, five years.128

•

Individual: agreements are requested by individual
corporations and issued specifically to them. This
introduces the risk of special treatment for powerful and
influential corporations.

•

Secret: the agreements are secret to the public, and
whistleblowers that release information about the deals
risk ending up in court (see chapter 5.5 on ‘Protecting
whistleblowers’).

The agreements can be either ‘unilateral’, meaning they have
been issued by one country, or multilateral, meaning that
two or more countries have approved them. The concerns
outlined above apply to both these types of agreements.
However, multilateral agreements have the advantage over
unilateral agreements in that they have been scrutinised by
more than one country, and thus may be less controversial.
There is a lower risk of agreements coming into force that
result in tax avoidance when they include the country where
the multinational corporation has its business activity and
generates its profits (the so-called ‘source country’) – since
the source country has no interest in such tax avoidance.
Multilateral agreements can, however, also be between a
conduit country and a sink (see chapter 3 on ‘Corporate tax
avoidance’), in which case there is a risk that both countries
are willing to sign an agreement facilitating tax avoidance.
Due to the high levels of secrecy, there is no public data
available to show which countries have signed multilateral
agreements together. The EU, however, publishes numbers on
the total amount of APAs in force (see table 3).
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Advance tax agreements can have a very strong impact
on the level of corporate tax paid by the multinational
corporation. This became obvious when over 500 agreements
from Luxembourg were leaked to the media and resulted
in the so-called ‘LuxLeaks scandal’, which broke in 2014.129
The deals were made with over 300 corporations, in
some cases allowing them to substantially lower their tax
payments, occasionally to below one per cent.130 Advance
tax agreements have also played a very central role in
several large-scale state aid cases launched by the European
Commission against EU member states (see box 8).

Box 8: Expensive tax deals
Advance tax agreements, including both advance
pricing agreements and other tax rulings, have been at
the centre of several cases launched by the European
Commission against member states, using the
argument that the tax deals constitute illegal state aid.
The table below outlines examples of this.

Number of
‘sweetheart
deals’ involved

European
Commission’s
estimate of tax
avoided

1 APA131

Around €250
million 132

Ireland and
Apple (2016)*

2 tax rulings133

Up to €13
billion134

Netherlands
and Starbucks
(2015)*

2 APAs135

€20-30
million136

Luxembourg
and Fiat (2015)*

1 APA137

€20-30
million138

Case

Luxembourg and
Amazon (2017)

*The state aid cases on Ireland/Apple, Netherlands/
Starbucks and Luxembourg/Fiat have all been appealed
and are pending at the European Court of Justice.139
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Advance tax agreements that concern issues relating to
transfer pricing are of no use to companies that consist
of only one entity, such as many small and medium
enterprises. This, and the fact that each corporation can
receive its own secret agreement, undermines the principle
of equality before the law.
The lack of transparency also creates a very serious lack
of clarity on how corporate tax rules are being applied in
practice. Because the general transfer pricing legislation
and its ‘arm’s length principle’ (see chapter 5.2 on ‘A
coherent system for taxing multinationals’) is in itself
very unclear, advance tax agreements, which are a type of
interpretation of the law, become essential information for
understanding how multinational corporations are, in reality,
being taxed.
Corporate taxation should be based on clear legislation,
rather than agreements between individual corporations
and governments, and the best solution would of course
be to replace transfer pricing legislation with a system
that brings clarity and consistency to the taxation of
multinational corporations. But until this happens, public
information about the basic content of advance tax
agreements issued to multinationals is vital information for
understanding the tax system we currently have.

4.4.2 Advance pricing agreements in
the EU and Norway
The latest available official data on the number of advance
pricing agreements in force in the EU is from the end of
2015. Table 3 shows the number of deals in force in each EU
country, as well as how many of these deals are unilateral
APAs and bi- or multilateral APAs. From 2014-2015, there
was a steep increase in the total number of APAs in the
EU, especially driven by an increase in unilateral APAs in
Luxembourg and Belgium.

Table 3: Number of Advance Pricing Agreements – also
known as 'sweetheart deals' – in force in the EU and
Norway at the end of 2015 and 2014 (in brackets)
Bi- or multilateral

Unilateral

0

519 (347)

Belgium

15 (7)

396 (157)

Hungary

0

70 (79)

Italy

7 (0)

61 (51)

Czech Republic

1 (0)

46 (34)

Spain

15 (11)

45 (40)

UK

50 (53)

44 (35)

Finland

1 (0)

23 (15)

Poland

4 (2)

16 (13)

France

40 (39)

15 (16)

Portugal

0 (0)

7 (4)

Lithuania

0 (0)

3 (1)

Greece

0 (0)

1 (0)

Latvia

0 (0)

1 (1)

Slovak

0 (0)

1 (3)

Germany

25 (24)

0 (0)

Denmark

16 (11)

0 (0)

Ireland

8 (10)

0 (0)

Sweden

7 (5)

0 (0)

Norway140

5(4)

0

Luxembourg

Source: European Commission141 and Norwegian tax administration.142
Numbers for Norway refer to APAs granted, since information on the total
number of APAs in force is not publicly available.
Austria and the Netherlands do not report to the Commission on the number of
APAs in force.143 The Netherlands reports on the number of APAs granted per
year – for 2015 this number was 235 (203 in 2014). However, the Netherlands
does not provide information about whether the APAs granted were unilateral,
bilateral or multilateral. 144
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4.4.3 EU discussions about tax rulings
The European Parliament has called for the essential
elements of corporate tax agreements to be made public,145
but this has not been accepted by the European Commission
or member states. Instead, member states decided that
the agreements should remain secret to the public, but
exchanged confidentially between tax administrators in the
EU.146 However, even if tax administrators are allowed to see
the agreements issued by other member states, they might
have very limited possibilities for challenging deals that
appear to facilitate corporate tax avoidance.
In its state aid cases, the European Commission has
taken several years to investigate even a small number of
agreements, and in the cases where it has concluded that state
aid law has been violated, the decision has often been appealed
at the European Court of Justice.147 It is difficult to imagine
that country tax administrations, which already struggle with
lack of resources,148 will have an easier time challenging the
tax practices of other member states. The secret exchange of
agreements also brings with it a difficult dilemma for the tax
administrator, who might witness clear signs of tax avoidance,
but not be allowed to tell anyone (see also box 13).
EU member states also decided that the European
Commission should only have access to ‘a limited set of
basic information’ about advance tax agreements issued
by member states, and that the Commission should, for
example, not have access to information about which
multinational corporations have obtained such agreements,
nor any summary of the content. Member states further
underlined that the Commission may not use this information
for any other purpose than to monitor and evaluate the
effective application of the automatic exchange between
member states themselves.149

4.5 Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing rights
Bilateral tax treaties, or ‘double tax agreements’, were
originally conceived as a way to avoid taxpayers operating
in more than one country being taxed twice on the same
income. Through the treaties, two countries determine which
country gets to tax what income, and how financial flows
moving between the two countries should be taxed.

However, the treaties have also led to large-scale reductions
in the level of tax that countries levy on financial flows
such as royalty payments, interests and dividends.150 It is
known that these types of flows are sometimes used by
multinational corporations to move profits out of countries
where they do business, and into countries where such types
of income are taxed at lower rates (or not at all).151 Thus, by
lowering the tax rates of these cross-border flows (commonly
referred to as ‘withholding taxes’), bilateral tax treaties have
both reduced the amount of tax collected by governments,
and created a potential instrument for tax avoidance.
Furthermore, many treaties have strengthened the taxing
rights of the home countries of multinational corporations
at the expense of the countries where the corporation does
business and generates profits. As leading experts from the
IMF have pointed out: ‘Tax treaties usually reallocate taxing
rights over foreign investment income from the host country
to the home country [of the investor or corporation] (…) Since
developing countries are usually net capital importers with
little if any outbound investment, they stand to lose significant
revenue from the lower [withholding tax rates] negotiated in
tax treaties’.152 Developing countries often sign treaties in
the hope that this will spur foreign direct investment to their
countries. However, the experts from IMF highlight that
‘existing evidence on treaty costs and benefits for developing
countries are at best inconclusive’.153
Since the early 1990s, the number of bilateral tax treaties
agreed globally has tripled, and is now above 3,000. In
particular, the number of treaties involving developing
countries has increased significantly.154
In 2004, Uganda signed a tax treaty with the Netherlands
that entirely removed Uganda’s right to tax specific types of
dividends to corporate owners resident in the Netherlands.
A decade later, as much as half of Uganda’s foreign direct
investments were, at least on paper, owned through
corporations in the Netherlands.155
If a country has a number of treaties, then there is a risk that
potential foreign investors will take advantage of the one with
the lowest taxes. Therefore, bilateral tax treaties have been
described by commentators in an IMF blog as a bathtub, ‘a
single leaky one is a drain on a country’s revenues’.156
However, it is not only the most harmful tax treaties that have
negative effects on developing countries, since bilateral tax
treaties in general contain clauses which reduce tax rates.
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4.5.1 Bilateral tax treaties between European and developing countries
Table 4 and figure 3 provide an overview of the total number of tax treaties between developing countries and the
European countries covered by this report, as well as the average reduction in withholding taxes in developing countries
that has been introduced through these treaties.

Table 4: Total number of bilateral
tax treaties between developing
countries and the European
countries covered by this report.
Source: See figure 3. Data is accurate
as of 8 November 2017.

Low Income

Lower Middle
Income

Upper Middle
Income

Total

Slovenia

0

7

16

23

Latvia

0

9

15

24

Luxembourg

0

12

17

29

Ireland

1

11

18

30

Hungary

0

15

19

34

Denmark

2

16

17

35

Finland

1

17

19

37

Poland

1

20

20

41

Average

2.22

17.27

22.27

41.77

Austria

1

16

25

42

Sweden

3

14

25

42

Czech Republic

1

19

23

43

Norway

9

15

21

45

Spain

1

17

29

47

Netherlands

3

22

24

49

Belgium

3

21

26

50

Italy

5

23

26

54

Germany

2

25

28

55

United Kingdom

7

32

33

72

Total

40

311

401

752
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Figure 3. Average reduction in
withholding tax rates (in percentage
points) as a result of bilateral
tax treaties between developing
countries and the European
countries covered by this report.
Source: Eurodad calculations.157
The average rate reduction covers
withholding taxes on four income
categories: royalties, interests,
dividends on companies and qualified
companies. It does not cover tax rates
on services or management due to the
lack of data. The average rate reduction
refers to the difference between
the rates contained in the individual
treaties and the statutory rates in the
developing country for all four income
categories. The figure for the overall
average reduction is an unweighted
average for all of the 18 European
countries covered in this report. Data
is accurate as of 8 November 2017.

Ireland
Spain
United Kingdom
Latvia
Austria
Sweden
Slovenia
Netherlands
Germany
Czech Republic
Average
Denmark
Hungary
Finland
Norway
Luxembourg
Belgium
Poland
Italy
0

1

There are also individual tax treaties between developed
and developing countries, which give extra reasons for
concern due to the high level of restrictions these treaties
impose on the taxing rights of developing countries. As
shown in table 5, a number of countries covered by this
report do have such ‘very restrictive’158 tax treaties with
developing countries. These treaties can come at a high cost
for the developing countries that sign them.
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2

3

4

For example, a tax treaty between the UK and Zambia signed
in 2014 prevents Zambia from collecting more than five per
cent tax on dividends from direct investments from the UK.159
ActionAid also estimates that a very restrictive treaty signed
with Norway is costing Bangladesh over US$2 million per
year due to foregone tax income from dividends.160

5
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Table 5: The concept of ‘very restrictive treaties’ is
based on a thorough assessment by ActionAid, which
analyses how each treaty allocates taxing rights between
the signatories, as well as the level of reductions of
developing country tax rates. For more information, see
the report ‘Mistreated’ by ActionAid.161 Data is accurate as
of 8 November 2017
Number of ‘very restrictive’ tax
treaties with developing countries
in Africa and Asia
Italy

13

United Kingdom
Germany

12
10
7

Norway163
Netherlands

162

164

7

Belgium

7

Poland165

5

Denmark

5

Sweden

4

Ireland

3

166

4.5.2 How to avoid harmful effects of tax treaties?
A key method promoted through the OECD BEPS
agreements to avoid multinational corporations abusing
tax treaties is the ‘Principal Purpose Test’, which allows
a country to deny treaty benefits when it can be shown
that one of the principal purposes of the transaction is
to avoid taxes.167 But the OECD underlines that ‘It should
not be lightly assumed, however, that obtaining a benefit
under a tax treaty was one of the principal purposes of an
arrangement or transaction, and merely reviewing the effects
of an arrangement will not usually enable a conclusion to be
drawn about its purposes. Where, however, an arrangement
can only be reasonably explained by a benefit that arises under
a treaty, it may be concluded that one of the principal purposes
of that arrangement was to obtain the benefit.’168 As noted
above, this is not easily proven, especially by developing
countries with few resources and limited access to
information. Furthermore, the Principal Purpose Test does
not address the fact that tax treaties in general drive down
the withholding tax rates of developing countries, and thus
reduce their tax income.
A more important approach is to ensure that harmful
treaties are not signed with developing countries in the
first place, and that harmful treaties that already exist
are renegotiated or revoked. The key tool to assess the
negative impacts of tax treaties on developing countries is
through so-called ‘spill-over analyses’ (see chapter 5.6 on
‘Measuring the impacts of European tax policies’).
The European Parliament has called for tax treaties
between EU countries and developing countries to be
negotiated in a way that ensures policy coherence for
development and fairness for developing countries.169
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Large groups of civil society organisations have put forward
precise and detailed proposals for how tax avoidance
and evasion can be addressed, and how the interests of
developing countries can be integrated as a core element of
such solutions (see chapter 6 on ‘Recommendations’). A few
of these proposals have been picked up by decision-makers
and turned into concrete initiatives, but the majority still
face political opposition.
In response to numerous tax scandals, decision-makers
have also launched their own proposals with the stated aim
of ending tax dodging. In the following chapters, the most
central developments are presented and analysed.

5.1 Implementing a controversial ‘sticking plaster’
The OECD and G20’s work on ‘base erosion and profit
shifting’ – a technical term for corporate tax avoidance
– was launched with the ambition of ensuring that
multinational corporations pay tax ‘where economic
activities deriving the profits are performed and where value
is created’.170 The package has, however, been strongly
criticised for failing to reach anywhere near that objective,
both by civil society organisations171 and by actors such as
the All-Party Parliamentary Group on Responsible Tax in the
UK, which referred to BEPS as a ‘sticking plaster on a system
not fit for the twenty-first century’.172
Some of the elements of BEPS which have generated
criticism are its standard on patent boxes (see chapter 4.3 on
‘Patent boxes’), its failure to ensure that country by country
reports would be made public,173 and the unwillingness to
discuss taxing multinational corporations as single ‘unitary’
entities174 (see chapter 5.2 on ‘A coherent system for taxing
multinationals’). The process was also criticised for failing to
address the global race to the bottom on corporate tax rates
and ignoring issues of vital importance to developing countries,
including division of taxing rights between the countries.175

5.1.1 BEPS and transparency
After the adoption of the BEPS outcome in 2015, new
discussions emerged about whether BEPS prevents
governments from taking more ambitious steps. Specifically,
the debate has focused on the question of whether citizens are
allowed to know what multinational corporations pay in tax and
where they do business (public country by country reporting
(CBCR)). This is fundamentally an issue of accounting176 rather
than taxation, and therefore it was not logical that the issue
was picked up under the tax-focused BEPS process in the first
place. Under this process, governments decided to introduce
secret CBCR, which only allows certain tax administrations to
access the information.177
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However, the EU has long considered the option of
introducing full public CBCR (the first step was taken in
2013, before BEPS was launched, with the introduction of
public CBCR for banks in the EU,178 and public reporting
on payments to governments by corporations in the
logging and extractives sector).179 But when the EU in
2016 initiated a process to introduce public CBCR for all
sectors, some actors, including the OECD’s Tax Director,
Pascal Saint-Amans, started arguing that this would be a
violation of BEPS, and instead advocated for keeping the
information secret from the public.180 While the argument
that public transparency would be a violation of BEPS has
been rejected by both civil society organisations181 and the
European Commission,182 it is highly concerning that BEPS
is being used as an argument to prevent transparency.
Fortunately, the EU debate has moved forward towards
public CBCR despite these attempts to prevent it
(see chapter 5.8.3 on ‘Allowing citizens to know what
multinationals pay in taxes’).

5.1.2 ‘Tax sudoku’ – the OECD’s BEPS Convention
In June 2017, the OECD held a ‘signing ceremony’ for its new
multilateral convention to implement the treaty-related parts
of BEPS.183 The number of countries and jurisdictions signing
on to the agreement reached 71 in the summer of 2017.184
However, the instrument includes numerous possibilities to
opt out of the specific commitments in the agreement.

Good and bad solutions

It can seem ironic that a convention that aims to create
‘co-ordination and consistency’185 in BEPS implementation
ended up as a highly complex multiple choice agreement,
which adds a whole new web of opt ins and opt outs to the
already very complex world of tax treaties. Rather than a
clear and consistent international system, the result looks
more like a gigantic ‘tax sudoku’ (see tables 7 and 8, which
provide an overview of the choices made so far by the EU,
Switzerland and Norway).
The obvious alternative would have been for the BEPS
convention to outline a set of clear commitments and
implementation methods, and then require all signatories to
commit to following this. But rather than reaching consensus
and committing to common approaches, it seems that the
countries negotiating BEPS simply ended up solving many of
their disagreements by agreeing to disagree. Adding further
to the complexity is the fact that each country can decide that
their commitments under the BEPS convention should only
apply to some of their treaties, but not all.
Which articles should governments adopt?
As noted above, civil society organisations have repeatedly
criticised BEPS for being weak and having many loopholes.
Despite these many shortcomings, countries should – at
the very least – commit themselves to implementing those
BEPS outcomes that can help limit the options corporations
have to avoid taxation.
But the new multilateral instrument is not all positive, and
includes elements that are greatly concerning. Therefore,
some civil society organisations have issued specific
recommendations regarding which articles countries should
adopt and which they should opt out of (see table 6).
Secret binding arbitration
Among the articles that civil society organisations have
warned against is Article 18 concerning arbitration.
This issue relates to situations where a corporation is
taxed on the same income in two countries, because
the tax administrations in the two countries disagree
on how the corporation should be taxed. In this case, a
common and uncontroversial solution is that the two tax
administrations start a negotiation to try and reach a
common understanding. The issue of arbitration is whether
there should be a possible step two, which can come into
play if the tax administrations are not able to find agreement
within a given timeline.186 Arbitration entails the disputed
issues being sent to a group of appointed arbitrators, most
commonly tax experts,187 to make a decision.

The OECD first integrated arbitration into its model tax
convention in 2008,188 and since then it has been applied in
a number of bilateral tax treaties, including treaties with
developing countries.189
Under the OECD model, arbitration can be triggered if two
tax administrations have been unable to resolve a dispute
within two years, and if it is requested by the corporation
concerned in the tax dispute.190 If countries decide to commit
to arbitration as suggested by the OECD,191 they will be
bound to follow the decision of the arbitrators.192 This is not
the case for the concerned corporation, which has the right
to reject the outcome193 and decide to pursue other avenues
instead, such as initiating a national court case in one of the
countries involved.
While most OECD countries are in favour of mandatory
binding arbitration,194 a number of concerns have been
raised by developing countries and other commentators.
This includes a concern about whether the interests of
countries can be properly safeguarded by a group of private
arbitrators, and whether it is in reality possible to ensure
that arbitrators are neutral and truly independent.195
Sol Picciotto, Emeritus Professor of Law at Lancaster
University, highlights that arbitrators can typically be
expected to come from a ‘small group of like-thinking insiders’,
especially from the international tax corporations such as the
big four (PwC, EY, Deloitte, KPMG) and Baker McKenzie.196
An additional concern is the fact that these arbitration
processes are carried out in absolute secrecy.197 At most,
the public will receive information about the overall
number of cases, but information about the content of the
dispute, the name of the corporation involved, the names
of the arbitrators and, critically, the outcome of the case,
will be kept secret from the public.198 This creates the
obvious concern that no international case law will be
developed, which can set precedents for how disputes are
resolved, and the public lacks insight into the realities of
how transfer pricing legislation is applied. But at a much
more fundamental level, secret binding arbitration entails
a risk that a high amount of supra-national power will be
concentrated in the hands of a few corporate tax experts
with no accountability to the public.
What have European governments
actually committed to?
An overview of what European governments have
actually committed to can be found in table 7 (for the
recommendations that civil society organisations have
called on to be adopted), and table 8 (for those articles civil
society are calling for governments to opt out of).
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Table 6: Overview of recommendations by civil society organisations in relation to the OECD’s multilateral instrument to
implement BEPS. The high level of technicality in this table reflects the nature of the issues addressed by BEPS.
Article

Civil society
recommendation

3. Transparent entities. Limits possibilities for corporate tax avoidance through so-called ‘transparent entities’
(or ‘flow-through entities’), which are corporate entities that allow income to pass through untaxed.
4. Dual resident entities. Limits possibilities for corporations to avoid taxes by claiming tax residency in more
than one country with the aim of obtaining additional tax advantages.
5. Hybrid mismatches/application of methods to avoid double taxation. Limits possibilities for corporate tax
avoidance through abuse of mismatches between tax laws in different countries.
7. Treaty abuse. Introduces methods to limit treaty abuse, most notably a ‘principal purpose test’ (PPT), which
allows a country to deny treaty benefits when it can be shown that one of the principal purposes with the
transaction is to avoid taxes. It should be noted, however, that this can be a difficult thing to do (see more in
chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties’).
8. Dividends. Limits possibilities for corporate tax avoidance through circumvention of ownership thresholds.
This article requires the minimum ownership threshold to be met for a 365-day period in order to obtain treaty
benefits related to dividends paid to direct investors.
9. Capital gains. Strengthens possibilities for countries to tax certain types of capital gains.
10. Permanent establishment in third countries. Limits possibilities for corporate tax avoidance for corporations
that establish subsidiaries in low-tax jurisdictions. In bilateral tax treaties between two countries, this article
gives a treaty partner some new possibilities of denying tax benefits to corporations with subsidiaries in a third
country, which has a corporate tax rate of less than 60 per cent than the rate of the treaty partner’s own rate.

Countries should
commit to these
elements199

11. Right to tax own residents. Strengthens the right of countries to tax their own residents, for example through
so-called ‘Controlled Foreign Company’ rules. These rules can be used by countries to impose taxes on the
incomes of foreign subsidiaries of multinational corporations, if those subsidiaries have paid relatively low
amounts of taxes in the country where they are based.
12. Commissionaire arrangements. The OECD corporate tax system determines that a corporation is only liable
to pay tax in a country if it has a ‘permanent establishment’ (PE) in that country, and therefore multinational
corporations can avoid taxation by circumventing the definition of what constitutes a PE. Even after BEPS, the
PE definition remains very problematic. That said, this article can help to limit some types of circumventions by
making it more difficult for multinational corporations to outsource their activities to ‘independent agents’, and
thereby avoid having a formal PE.
13. Specific activity exemptions. Corporations have sometimes been able to avoid that their activities in a
country constitute a formal PE (see above) by claiming that the activities are of a ‘preparatory or auxiliary
character’. This article restricts these options and thus limits possibilities for tax avoidance through this
loophole.
14. Splitting-up of contracts. Limits the possibilities for corporations to circumvent the PE definition (see above)
by splitting their activities up in short-term contracts.
17. Corresponding adjustments. Obliges countries to relieve ‘economic double taxation’, which refers to a
situation where two subsidiaries of a corporation are taxed on the same income. This can become relevant if
one country makes a decision that impacts on the allocation of profits between a subsidiary in its own country,
and a subsidiary in another country. This article does not seem in line with the arm’s length principle, and can
be problematic since it can pressure countries to accept transfer pricing methods used by other countries, with
which they do not agree.

Countries should
not commit to these
elements

18. Arbitration. Introduces mandatory secret binding arbitration in case of tax disputes (see above under ‘secret
binding arbitration’).
Sources: OECD’s BEPS Convention,200 Explanatory Statement to the Convention, 201 BEPS Monitoring Group,202 and the OECD Transfer Pricing Guidelines. 203
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Table 7.: Overview of commitments by EU countries, Switzerland and Norway to OECD BEPS Convention articles that civil
society organisations have called for countries to adopt (see table 6). ‘Light blue’ indicates that the country has opted in to the
commitment, ‘dark blue' indicates that the country has opted out of the commitment, and ‘light grey’ indicates that the country
has chosen an in-between option. The two rows at the bottom of the table show the percentage of countries that have opted
in to the commitments among the countries included in the table (second to last row) and in total among all signatories to the
instrument (last row). Estonia has not yet signed the multilateral instrument, and is therefore not included in the overview.
Data is accurate as of 25 October 2017. Table 7 is based on the positions of signatories as indicated at the time of signature or
ratification, but these positions can change. Source: OECD.204
Country choices among the articles of the OECD BEPS Convention that civil society has called for countries to opt in to
Total
Article / Country

3

4

5

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

Austria
Belgium

*

Bulgaria

Opt in

In between

Opt out

3

1

7

4

3

4

1

10

Croatia

3

8

Cyprus

1

10

Czech R.

1

10

Denmark

1

Finland

*

France
Germany

*

10

1

1

9

5

1

5

4

2

5

Greece

2

9

Hungary

1

10

Ireland

*

4

4

3

Italy

*

2

1

8

Latvia

1

Lithuania

*

Luxemburg

10

2

3

6

1

3

7

Malta

1

Netherlands

8

2

1

Norway

7

2

2

Poland

6

1

4

4

2

5

Portugal

*

10

Romania

10

1

Slovakia

11

0

Slovenia

*

7

1

3

Spain

8

3

Sweden

1

10

Switzerland

1

1

9

3

3

5

United Kingdom

*

*

Opt in %

24%

28%

21%

100%

28%

34%

24%

24%

31%

34%

10%

Opt in % Global205

30%

39%

15%

100%

37%

44%

31%

31%

44%

48%

25%

(*) The country has not chosen any option at all, and therefore neither opted in nor out
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Table 8: Overview of commitments
by EU countries, Switzerland
and Norway to OECD BEPS
Convention articles that civil society
organisations have called for
countries not to adopt (see table 6).
‘Light blue’ indicates that the country
has opted in to the commitment, and
‘dark blue’ indicates that the country
has opted out of the commitment. The
two rows at the bottom of the table
show the percentage of countries that
have opted in to the commitments
among the countries included in
the table (second to last row), and
in total among all signatories to the
instrument (last row). Estonia has not
yet signed the multilateral instrument,
and is therefore not included in the
overview. Data is accurate as of 25
October 2017. Table 8 is based on the
positions of signatories as indicated
at the time of signature or ratification,
but these positions can change.
Source: OECD.207

Country choices among the articles of the
OECD BEPS Convention that civil society has
called for countries to opt out of
Article / Country

17

18

Opt in

Opt out

Austria

2

Belgium

2

Bulgaria

1

1

Croatia

1

1

Cyprus

1

1

Czech R.

2

Denmark

1

Finland

2

France

2

Germany

2

Greece

2

Hungary

1

Ireland

2

Italy

2

Latvia

1

1

2

Lithuania

1

Luxemburg

2

Malta

2

Netherlands

2

Norway

1

1

Poland

1

1

Portugal

2

Romania

1

1

Slovakia

1

1

Slovenia

2

Spain

2

Sweden

2

Switzerland

2

United Kingdom
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Total

2

Opt in %

98%

59%

Opt in % Global206

92%

37%

1
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Among the countries included in table 7 (the EU countries,
Norway and Switzerland), many have opted out of the articles
that civil society organisations have called to be adopted (from
Article 3-14, see table 6). In most cases, fewer than 40 per cent
of the countries have committed to these articles. At the same
time, table 8 shows that many of the countries have committed
to Article 17 and 18, both of which civil society groups have
warned against. This includes secret binding arbitration, which
59 per cent of the countries have opted in to.
As can be seen in the last rows of the two tables, most
of the countries included in the table – i.e. EU, Norway
and Switzerland – are less in line with civil society
recommendations, compared to the trend among all 71
countries and jurisdictions that have signed the OECD BEPS
instrument (see ‘global’ at the bottom of the tables).208
Countries still have some opportunities to change their
reservations and selections later on. However, the high level
of reservations that countries made at the outset shows a
real risk that many will make use of the ample opportunities
provided by the agreement to sign without actually committing.
The Netherlands stands out as a country that has optedin to the vast majority of the anti-abuse provisions in the
BEPS convention. This is welcome, especially since the
Netherlands raises much concern in terms of its promotion
of possible tax avoidance strategies (see chapter 3 on
‘Corporate tax avoidance’, including table 2). This could be a
sign that some things will change for the better. However, as
noted above, there are harmful tax practices that the BEPS
agreement does not solve (see for example chapter 4.3
on ‘Patent boxes’), and several policies in the Netherlands
continue to cause great concern (see also the national
chapter on ‘The Netherlands’).

5.1.3 BEPS – first step in a long walk?
It is concerning that some seem to believe that the reform of
the global tax system started and ended with BEPS, and that
ideas for further reform should now be shelved. The most
obvious example of this is the G20 and OECD’s increasing
focus on providing ‘tax certainty’ for businesses and investors
(see chapter 2.3 on ‘Tax certainty – for whom?’). Critics have
repeatedly highlighted that BEPS failed to address a number
of key issues of importance to developing countries, such as
taxation of extractive industries and allocation of taxing rights
between countries. BEPS also does not address the problem
noted above that tax treaties drive down the tax rates that
countries charge on financial flows out of their countries (see
chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties’).

Lastly, as mentioned above, BEPS has left some of the more
fundamental problems intact. It does not, for example, give
serious consideration to the option of taxing multinational
corporations and single entities (see chapter 5.2 on ‘A
coherent system for taxing multinationals’). Therefore, it is
important that BEPS is not seen as the end of the global tax
discussion, but rather as a very cautious beginning.

5.2 A coherent system for taxing multinationals
5.2.1 The broken arm’s length principle
In recent decades, it has become unequivocally clear that the
world’s tax rules have not kept up with the profound changes
to the global economy. The rules for taxing multinational
corporations, which in part date back to the first half of the
twentieth century,209 are based on the idea that countries
should only tax those parts of a multinational corporation that
are operating in their jurisdiction, and different subsidiaries
of a multinational corporation should be taxed as local
businesses, even though part of a larger entity.
The transfer pricing system and the ‘arm’s length principle’
were developed to ensure that, when trading internally with
each other, the subsidiaries of a multinational corporation
would use the same prices as would have been used
in an open market between two completely unrelated
companies.210 The theory behind this approach is that
multinational corporations will not be able to use internal
trading at artificial price levels to ensure that profits
are moved from the subsidiaries in countries where the
business activity takes place, to subsidiaries in countries
where taxes are lower or absent.
In reality, however, multinational corporations today
trade items that are very hard to put a price on, such as
‘management advice’, or intellectual property such as knowhow or brands. When such items are used to move profits
across borders, the tax administrators in the countries that
are losing tax income will have to try and prove that the
prices used in the internal trade are wrong – something
which often becomes a mission impossible, since there are
no independent markets trading such items, and thus no
objective comparable price.211
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Box 9: Corporate tax avoidance put simply
To avoid taxation, a corporation can, for example,
establish a subsidiary in a low-tax jurisdiction and
ensure that this subsidiary becomes the owner of a
central piece of intellectual property. The subsidiary in
the low-tax jurisdiction can then start charging large
amounts of royalty fees from subsidiaries in other
countries, and thereby ensure that these subsidiaries
do not make any profit, while the subsidiary in the lowtax jurisdiction produces large amounts of profits that
will be subject to little or no tax.

5.2.2 A ‘Common Consolidated Corporate
Tax Base’ in the EU?
In 2016, the debate about how multinational corporations
should be taxed was kicked off by a proposal by the
European Commission, known as the ‘Common Consolidated
Corporate Tax Base’ (CCCTB).212
The CCCTB, in its fully implemented form, would mean
that all EU-based subsidiaries of a large multinational
corporation would be required to file a single set of
consolidated accounts to EU tax authorities, after which the
total taxable profit in the EU would be determined.213 This
would then be allocated to each of the countries where the
multinational does business, based on a pre-negotiated
formula to determine the economic activity or presence of
the corporation in each country. Once the taxable profit has
been allocated to different member states, it would be up
to each of them to decide what percentage of tax they will
collect from their share of the taxable profit.
Such an approach would make it impossible for
multinational corporations to use transfer pricing to avoid
taxes internally in the EU, since profits would be included
in the overall EU calculation no matter which of the EU
subsidiaries holds the profit.
A problematic 2-step approach
The CCCTB was first proposed by the European Commission
in 2011, but resistance from member states prevented the
proposal from being adopted.214 When the Commission
relaunched the proposal in 2016, there was one important
difference. The proposal was split into two steps, with a
fundamental change – the consolidation of the accounts of
multinational corporations to determine one overall amount
of taxable EU income had become a theoretical second step.
The first step would focus on harmonisation of the rules to
calculate taxable profits for multinationals in the EU, but not
include any consolidation.215
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This raised concerns that EU negotiations might never reach
the end of step two, and that the EU would be stranded with
a half-developed system that could potentially introduce
new loopholes.216
Large-scale tax deductions
The first step also includes elements that cause concern.
While the proposal would prevent multinationals from
using the much-disputed patent boxes (see chapter 4.3)
internally in the EU, the European Commission at the same
time underlines that it aims to ‘at least maintain existing
[research and development] tax incentives’.217 For this purpose,
the Commission’s proposal includes a so-called ‘superdeduction’, which awards multinational corporations and
other companies a tax deduction of more than 100 per cent
of their expenses for research and development. The total
cost of this tax giveaway is not assessed in the Commission’s
proposal, but given the aim of maintaining the current level
of incentives, it can be assumed that it will, at the very
minimum, be as costly as patent boxes currently are. While
the proposal offers particularly high deductions to start-up
companies,218 it does not address the concern that start-ups
might not generate large profits in their early research and
development phase, and thus not be able to benefit from
generous tax deductions. Lastly, as explained above (see
chapter 4.3 on ‘Patent boxes’), research and development is
generally better supported through budget allocations, rather
than through opaque and potentially harmful tax incentives.
The proposal also includes a tax incentive for equity
payments, which, according to the proposal, aims to ensure
that the tax system does not create incentives for choosing
debt over equity as a financing model for corporations in
the EU.219 The underlying problem is that interest payments
associated with corporate debt are already subject to
generous tax benefits. However, civil society organisations
have proposed to resolve this by limiting tax incentives for
debt,220 rather than to introduce new incentives for equity.
If possibilities for obtaining large-scale tax deductions
are introduced in the EU, it ultimately creates incentives
for multinational corporations to shift their profits to
the EU to benefit from these tax deductions. This could
come at the expense of other countries around the world
where corporations are generating their profits, including
developing countries.
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Difficult EU negotiations ahead
However, because the CCCTB proposal is considered a
tax issue, there will not be an outcome until EU member
states agree unanimously (as is required for the EU to make
decisions on tax). The European Parliament will not be part
of the final negotiations, and will be restricted to giving input
in the form of an opinion on the file. Already, negotiations
are starting to look difficult. The national parliaments of
Denmark, Ireland, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands,
Sweden and the UK have all stated their objections to the
plans, arguing that this type of legislation belongs at the
national level rather than the EU level.221
Meanwhile, the Cypriot cabinet announced it would not agree to
start discussions about the CCCTB proposal.222 Thus, it seems
there is still some way to go before the EU reaches consensus.

5.3 Blacklisting ‘non-cooperative jurisdictions’
This year, EU countries forged ahead with their work
towards establishing a common EU blacklist of so-called
‘non-cooperative jurisdictions’ or, in other words, tax
havens. From the very outset, it was made clear that no EU
member state could be included in the list.223
In late 2016, EU member states published the criteria for
blacklisting, which will focus on whether a country or
jurisdiction:
•

Complies with the OECD’s standard on automatic
information exchange (for more information about the
standard, see below).

•

Has a ‘fair’ tax system, which does not contain harmful
tax practices or facilitate offshore structures to attract
corporate profits that do not reflect real economic activity.

•

Complies with the OECD BEPS decisions.224

The second criteria, in particular, leaves room for political
interpretation, and it is thus still very unclear which
countries will end up being blacklisted.

EU member states are now working on finalising the list in
the so-called Code of Conduct Group (see box 5).225 Given that
negotiations are highly secretive, and judging by experiences
of previous attempts to establish such lists,226 there is
concern among civil society organisations that the listing
process will turn very political. There are also serious doubts
that the EU would ever be willing to blacklist influential
countries such as the United States or Switzerland.227 In fact,
in November 2017, the Swiss Economy Minister met with
EU representatives, and afterwards informed the media
that Switzerland would not be included on the future EU
blacklist.228
While some tax havens are excluded from the list, there is a
clear risk of simply moving problems from one tax haven to
another, without actually solving the problem of tax dodging.
As mentioned above (see chapter 4.1 on ‘A changing
landscape’), multinational corporations can be quick to
respond to changes by adapting their tax arrangements to
abandon old loopholes and exploit new ones.
The eventual list of non-cooperative jurisdictions is
expected to be endorsed by EU finance ministers before the
end of 2017.229 Member states will also discuss potential
counter-measures to be applied to blacklisted jurisdictions,
such as imposing withholding taxes for payments to
blacklisted countries, or the elimination of specific tax
deductions for payments to blacklisted jurisdictions.230
However, as outlined above, several EU member states
also have numerous tax practices that can be considered
harmful, and could therefore be considered ‘tax havens’.
Especially given the fact that EU member states are
themselves protected from being blacklisted, it can
sometimes seem unclear whether the EU’s list of noncooperative jurisdictions is really a tool to abolish tax
havens, or whether some member states will see it as
an opportunity to discredit competitors outside the EU,
to get an advantage in the race to attract multinational
corporations with generous tax offers.
Other examples of blacklists
In 2017, the OECD’s Global Forum also issued its new
blacklist of countries it found to have failed to comply with
information exchange standards. The list comprised just one
country - Trinidad and Tobago.231
Meanwhile, in 2016, Brazil decided to include Ireland on its
own blacklist of tax havens.232 The former Finance Minister
of Ireland, Michael Noonan, stated that he was ‘surprised
and disappointed’, and initiated diplomatic efforts to try
and convince Brazil to remove it from the list.233 He was not
successful.234
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Brazil also maintains a ‘grey-list of privileged tax regimes’,
which includes holding companies in Denmark, the
Netherlands and Austria.235 As mentioned above (see box 4
on ‘Developing countries and tax’), Ecuador has also included
a number of EU countries on its blacklist, which in total
contains over 80 countries and jurisdictions.

5.4 The role of middlemen
In June 2017, the European Commission published a
new proposal regarding the middlemen – or so-called
intermediaries – of tax dodging. These players have
received increased attention since several tax scandals
have highlighted the fact that multinational corporations and
wealthy individuals seeking to dodge taxes often get help
from tax advisors, lawyers, banks, accountants or other
intermediaries in doing so.236
The Commission’s proposal is to introduce an obligation for
intermediaries to report ‘potentially aggressive tax planning
schemes with a cross-border element’ to tax authorities in
the country where they are based. This information should
then, according to the proposal, be shared with other EU tax
administrators through a central register.237
However, a number of issues are not included in the
Commission’s proposal. First of all, none of the information
about potentially harmful schemes would be made available
to the public, since the proposal only focuses on making
the information available to EU tax administrators. This
situation can create a ‘tax administrator’s dilemma’, since
tax administrators might be able to witness tax schemes
that are very harmful, but not in direct violation of the law.
In this case, EU tax administrators might have very limited
possibilities of addressing the problem (see box 13).
Secondly, a number of elements the European Parliament
called for have not been addressed. This includes measures
to address potential conflicts of interests arising when tax
advisors on the one hand provide advice to governments
about tax regulation, and on the other hand advise
corporations on how to structure their tax arrangements.238
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"[The European Parliament] points
to the problematic and questionable
juxtaposition, within the same firms, of tax
advice, auditing and consulting activities
intended on the one hand to service tax
administrations, e.g. for designing tax
systems or improving tax collection, and,
on the other hand, to provide tax planning
services for [multinational corporations],
which may be exploiting the weaknesses
of national tax laws."
European Parliament, 2015 239

Concerns about such conflicts of interest were for
example raised by civil society organisations when
PricewaterhouseCoopers (PwC) were hired in 2014 by
the European Commission to analyse the pros and cons
of public country by country reporting – a measure the
corporation had actively lobbied against.240 At that point, the
European Commission rejected that there was any risk of
conflicting interests,241 and still today, PwC lists tax as one
of the key issues on which it sells expertise to the EU.242
The European Parliament also called for the Commission to
assess the possibility of sanctioning advisors proved
to be involved in implementing or promoting 'illegal tax
avoidance and aggressive tax planning', and stressed that
this may include ‘barring access to funding from the EU
budget’.243 Measures like these could potentially have a
strong deterrent effect on corporations such as PwC, which
sells many types of services to the EU and annually receives
millions of Euros from the EU budget.244
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Campaigners outside the court in Luxembourg during the LuxLeaks' trial. Photo: CCFD

Box 10: PwC and LuxLeaks
PricewaterhouseCoopers played a central role in the
so-called ‘LuxLeaks' scandal’, which broke in November
2014.245 At the core of the scandal were leaked
documents that revealed secret tax deals between
the Luxembourg tax administration and more than
300 multinational corporations (see also chapter 4.4
on ‘Sweetheart deals’). According to the International
Consortium of Investigative Journalists (ICIJ), which
published the story, these deals appear to have allowed
the multinationals to save bbillions of dollars in tax
payments through (legal) tax avoidance.246
The vast majority of documents exposed in the scandal
were from PwC, which had negotiated hundreds of
deals with the Luxembourg tax administration on
behalf of the multinational corporations involved in
the scandal.247 The two whistleblowers who played a
critical role in bringing the story to the public, were
both former employees of PwC.248

5.5 Protecting whistleblowers
In March 2017, the appeals court in Luxembourg announced
its verdict in the ‘LuxLeaks case’. The case started when
two whistleblowers, Antoine Deltour and Raphaël Halet,
were charged after revealing the documents that started
scandal (see box 10). In its verdict, the court acknowledged
that it was indeed a case of whistleblowing, but at the same
time issued a suspended jail sentence of six months to
Antoine Deltour, and a fine to both of the whistleblowers.249
A journalist, Edouard Perrin, who had also been charged,
was acquitted.250 Both whistleblowers have appealed to the
Luxembourg Court of Cassation.251
The long and painful trial is a stark reminder of the fact
that European whistleblower protection remains woefully
inadequate. In 2017, the European Commission launched a
consultation on the protection of whistleblowers in the EU,
but a concrete proposal has not yet been published.252
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5.6 Measuring the impact of European tax policies
The European Parliament has repeatedly called on the
European Commission and member states to conduct ‘spillover analyses’ to assess the impact that the tax policies of
European countries can have on tax collection in developing
countries.253 In 2017, the European Commission started a
debate with member states and stakeholders on a potential
toolbox for spill-over analyses of tax treaties.254 Shortly after,
ActionAid published a concrete proposal outlining how spillover analyses can be conducted.255 However, no concrete steps
have been taken by the Commission or member states towards
developing an official standard for such analyses, and no
commitment has been made to systematically carry them out.
In 2017, Norway appeared to be the only European country with
concrete plans to conduct a new spill-over analysis.256

5.7 Capacity development and technical assistance to
developing countries
Internationally, there seems to be a growing momentum for
increasing capacity development and technical assistance
on tax matters to developing countries. Such support can
play a very important role in development, and resource
constraints are a central problem in developing countries.257
However, as regards taxation of multinational corporations,
some central questions still remain unanswered.
Firstly, given that tax avoidance by multinational
corporations is a very big problem in all countries, not
just developed ones, one might ask what kind of capacity
developed countries actually have to offer?
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"Given recent scandals around Apple,
Google, Amazon, and Starbucks not paying
taxes in OECD countries themselves, what
capacity is there to transfer? If there is,
they may want to keep it at home and
start using it."
Pooja Rangaprasad
The Financial Transparency Coalition258

Secondly, there are some clear risks of conflicts of interest
between donor and recipient countries. The race to the
bottom between governments trying to attract investments
with tax incentives creates an environment where countries
are often acting against each other, rather than working
together. Conflicts can also arise if a donor country is the
home country of some of the multinational corporations
operating in the recipient country, in which case the donor
country might not have an interest in strengthening the
recipient country’s ability to claim taxing rights and collect
more taxes from corporations.
Related to this, one question concerns whether there is a
risk that capacity development and technical assistance
might be abused to inappropriately influence tax practices in
developing countries, for example to promote the interests
of multinational corporations from donor countries, or to
ensure that developing countries follow international tax
standards that were agreed in forums where they were not
included (see chapter 5.9 on ‘Ensuring truly global decisionmaking’), regardless of whether this is in their interest or
not. To avoid this, it is vital that developing countries are in
the driving seat of projects that aim to influence their tax
regulation and/or administration, and that projects are free
from conflicts of interest and fully in line with developing
country priorities and objectives.
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5.7.1 The Addis Tax Initiative
The Addis Tax Initiative (ATI) was established by the
Netherlands, Germany, UK and US in 2015.259 The initiative
includes around twenty donor countries and a slightly
higher number of developing countries,260 and centres
around three core commitments (see box 11).

Box 11: The Addis Tax Initiative (ATI) –
the three core commitments, and how
they are being measured
Commitment 1: by 2020, donor countries will
‘collectively double their technical cooperation’ to
support taxation and domestic revenue mobilisation.261
Measurement: donors will use a newly developed marker
in their aid reporting, so that support for domestic
resource mobilisation and taxation can be tracked.262
Commitment 2: developing (or ‘partner’) countries
will step up domestic revenue mobilisation with a
view to achieving the Sustainable Development Goals
and inclusive development.263
Measurement: in the first monitoring report of the ATI,
monitoring elements vary between partner countries,
but the following three indicators are applied to all: the
amount of tax collected compared to the country’s GDP
(tax/GDP ratio); the country’s ranking in the World Bank
Doing Business Report; and the country’s performance
in the World Economic Forum Global Competitiveness
Report, with special focus on how the tax system is
deemed to affect the incentives to work as well as the
incentives to invest in the country.264
Commitment 3: all countries will ensure policy
coherence for development.265
Measurement: there is currently no systematic method
for measuring the implementation of this commitment.
Instead, most donor countries submit a general report on
issues relating to policy coherence for development. 266

On a positive note, the ATI declaration doesn’t focus on tax
collection as an end in itself, but rather as a tool to ensure
inclusive development and achievement of the Sustainable
Development Goals. This is important because regressive
taxation, which impacts disproportionately on poor people,
can reinforce inequality and undermine development (see
chapter 2.2 on ‘Someone has to pay’), and thus increased
tax collection is not always a sign of development progress.
This focus, however, doesn’t seem reflected in the ATI’s first
monitoring report.

To assess developing countries, the ATI firstly looks at
the amount of tax collected compared to a country’s GDP
(see box 11). Secondly, the ATI uses the country ratings
in the World Bank Doing Business Report and the World
Economic Forum Competitiveness Report, although
the ATI itself acknowledges that both these reports are
actually designed to monitor the effect of taxation on the
business environment.267 This is by no means the same
as measuring development progress through taxation
(in some cases, initiatives that support development can
be perceived by some business actors as worsening the
business environment). Therefore, both these indicators
do not seem appropriate to use in the ATI context. In its
monitoring report, the ATI also highlights that ‘fairness and
equity in taxation (…) could not be directly assessed because
there is a lack of adequate indicators’.268 This is, however,
not an argument for changing the focus of the ATI from
development to the business environment.269
Another very positive element of the ATI declaration is the
commitment to ensure policy coherence for development.
This seems important, not least since several donor
countries that have signed up to the ATI have also
been identified as some of the world’s largest offshore
financial centres (see table 2), including the Netherlands,
Luxembourg, Switzerland, Ireland and UK.270
The ATI commitment could entail an obligation for countries
to assess harmful impacts on developing country taxation,
and remove policies with negative effects. Unfortunately, this
part of the ATI commitment has not been translated into a
concrete set of measurement indicators (see box 11). Instead,
the ATI monitoring report notes that there seems to be ’no
common understanding among the ATI members about policy
coherence in the area of domestic revenue mobilisation’.271
Looking ahead
It is important that the ATI includes a deeper analysis
of what kind of assistance is provided, and whether
this is really promoting inclusive development and the
achievement of the Sustainable Development Goals.
Furthermore, it is vital that the commitment to ensuring
policy coherence for development becomes operational and
implemented. Methodologies are available for conducting
‘spill-over analyses’ to identify and assess policies and
practices in developed countries, which have negative
impacts on tax collection in developing countries.272 To
implement the ATI commitment, developed countries could
simply commit to carrying out these analyses and removing
harmful policies and practices.
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As with all support for developing countries, it is also vital
to avoid any conflicts of interest, and ensure that capacity
development and technical assistance projects are driven
by recipient countries. There are indications that this might
not always have been the case with the ATI. An independent
analysis of UK aid highlighted in 2016: ‘The Addis Tax Initiative
was developed by [the UK government’s Department for
International Development] DFID and other donor countries
with only limited consultation with developing countries and
no explicit assessment of their needs. As a result, DFID and
its donor partners had to lobby their partner countries at the
Addis conference to sign up to the initiative.’273
Lastly, capacity development and technical assistance
must not stand alone. There are many other ways in which
developed countries can help developing countries collect
taxes, including by avoiding harmful tax practices, as explained
above, and ensuring transparency, as explained below.

5.8 Ensuring financial and corporate transparency
5.8.1 Banking secrecy – still very much alive
Eight years after the G20 declared that the ‘era of banking
secrecy is over’,274 one could say the reports of the death of
banking secrecy are greatly exaggerated. In March 2017,
following a tip-off by an anonymous source, the Dutch
authorities launched an investigation into Credit Suisse, the
second biggest bank in Switzerland.275 The suspicion was
that 3,800 Dutch citizens were holding offshore accounts
with the Swiss bank for the purpose of avoiding declaring
their assets to the tax authorities in their home countries.
The Dutch investigation quickly spread to neighbouring
European countries as well as Australia, which all began to
scrutinise the accounts held by their citizens at the Swiss
bank. After closer scrutiny, 55,000 suspect bank accounts
were uncovered, holding assets estimated to be in the
millions of euros. Credit Suisse confirmed that its offices
had been searched in a case concerning ‘client tax matters’,
and stated that it was cooperating with the authorities.276
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Box 12: Trillions of hidden wealth
In 2015, the economist Gabriel Zucman estimated
the amount of wealth hidden in tax havens at US$7.6
trillion – or roughly 8% of the world’s GDP in 2014.277
As Tax Justice Network has highlighted, this might
even be a conservative estimate.278

For the EU there is progress on the horizon, since
Switzerland will, starting from 2018, be exchanging
banking information automatically with the region.279 This
is, however, not the case for all countries. Switzerland
has selected different specific groups of countries and
jurisdictions with which it will exchange information
automatically, including: G20 members, European countries
and jurisdictions, important economic and trade partners
(this group includes, for example, Columbia and Malaysia),
and important financial centres (includes, for example,
Costa Rica, Uruguay and a number of island states).280
However, for countries that have not been selected by
Switzerland, it is still very uncertain whether the Swiss will
agree to automatic exchange. Other European countries
have also not yet made any clear commitments to exchange
information with all developing countries that might be
interested, and there is therefore a clear risk that developing
countries might not be allowed to receive the information
they need to combat tax evasion, even in the case where
they implement the (administratively heavy, and often costly)
technical requirements, such as data protection.
The problematic dating system on automatic
information exchange
It might seem counterintuitive that countries can pick and
choose who to share information with, in a system which is
supposed to be ‘automatic’. The reason for this can be found in
the international standard on automatic information exchange
of banking information, which was negotiated by the OECD and
G20. Although the standard is open for all countries to sign
up to, this does not mean that all countries will be allowed to
automatically receive information from other countries that
have signed up. The standard includes a sophisticated ‘dating
system’, where each country selects which countries it would
like to exchange with, and unless two countries both agree,
no automatic exchange will take place between them.281 As
can be seen in figure 4 (below), the sad fact is that especially
poorer developing countries receive much less information
automatically than developed countries do.
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Figure 4: Number of agreements to
receive information automatically
obtained by high income countries,
upper middle income countries and
lower middle income countries.
Source: Christian Aid and the Financial
Transparency Coalition282

5.8.2 Secret exchange of information
on multinationals and tax
Unfortunately, the OECD and G20 chose to replicate the
system, which had been developed for banking information,
to exchange information needed to identify corporate tax
avoidance. Civil society organisations have long called
for public insight into basic information about where
corporations do business and what they pay in taxes in the
countries where they operate – so-called country by country
reporting (see below under ‘Allowing citizens to know what
multinational corporations pay in taxes’).
However, the OECD and G20 not only decided that the
information should be kept confidential, but also that
multinational corporations should only report information
to one specific country (most commonly the place where
the headquarters are located).283 When it comes to sharing
information with countries where the corporation operates,
the OECD and G20 once again set up a system of ‘automatic’
exchange of information – meaning a ‘dating system’ where two
countries both need to agree before the exchange can happen.

The agreement did include an option for so-called ‘local
filing’, meaning that countries which were unable to access
information through exchange of information could demand
that a multinational corporation operating in their country
should submit the information directly to the government,
regardless of whether the corporation is headquartered in
the country or not.284 In 2017, the government of Vietnam
decided to test this mechanism, and issued a decree
requiring that multinational corporations submit country by
country reports directly to Vietnam.285
Unfortunately, the OECD guidelines are not very welcoming
towards this approach, but instead underline that local
filing is only permitted if a number of strict conditions are
fulfilled, including that the country where the headquarters
are located must have shown a ‘systemic failure’ to
exchange the reports with other countries. The OECD also
underlines that it will work to ‘avoid local filing wherever
possible’.286 It remains to be seen whether multinational
corporations operating in Vietnam will comply with the new
government decree and submit their country by country
reports directly to the Vietnamese tax administration.
Sadly, even in the case where a tax administration manages
to get hold of a country by country report, there are
limitations as to how they will be able to use this confidential
information to stop corporate tax avoidance (see box 13).
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Box 13: The tax administrator’s dilemma
‘If tax inspectors see evidence of tax avoidance or evasion,
but don’t have the support of their hierarchy to deal with
it, they have usually very limited means to do anything
about it. (…) Public country-by-country reporting protects
tax inspectors by removing the pressure of being the
only people with access to this information.’ – Ángeles
Villaverde, International Coordinator at the trade union
FESP-UGT, Spain.287

Sadly, because developing country tax administrators
have much less access to key information about
multinational corporations, a tax administrator in a
developed country can also end up looking at information
that indicates that a corporation is dodging taxes in
developing countries, but not be allowed to share this
information with the tax administrators in the countries
that are being affected.

Even in the case where a country does manage to get
access to documents indicating that a multinational
corporation is avoiding taxes, such as an advance tax
agreement or the country by country report, the insights
will not necessarily mean that the tax administration can
stop tax avoidance.

Public information about country by country reports
and the content of advance pricing agreements will, on
the other hand, allow tax administrators to benefit from
public support for stopping corporate tax avoidance, and
although the public can never replace tax administrators,
scrutiny of public information by for example journalists
and civil society, can help identify cases where
multinational corporations are engaged in questionable
tax practices. Public information will also allow tax
administrators to openly share thoughts, insights and
experiences with other tax administrators around the
world – something than can be particularly important for
developing country tax administrators.

Firstly, tax avoidance by multinational corporations is
often not illegal, and it can therefore be difficult to stop
it with prosecution. A recent example is from France,
where the tax administration lost a tax case against
Google (the government has decided to appeal the
verdict),288 but also the European Commission’s state aid
cases show how efforts to make corporations pay tax
can turn into lengthy court processes (see chapter 4.4 on
‘Sweetheart deals’).
Secondly, pursuing corporate tax avoidance is often a
very political issue, and the tax administrator might not
have the necessary support from political decisionmakers to go after a powerful multinational corporation.
And lastly, the information is strictly confidential.
Therefore, the tax administrator is not allowed to tell the
public or, for example, parliamentarians about the tax
behaviour of the corporation. This confidentiality also
limits the tax administrator’s possibilities of discussing
with other experts and tax administrations. Violating
this confidentiality can put the tax administrator at risk
of being fired, prosecuted, or potentially face heavily
penalties (see chapter 5.5 on ‘Protecting whistleblowers’).
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‘Tax inspectors are often not encouraged by their hierarchy
to pursue the more complex cases of multinationals’ tax
dodging because the resources are not there, or because of
broader vested interests. Tax inspectors need public countryby-country reporting so that civil society organisations,
journalists, trade unions and citizens can see if multinationals
are paying their taxes and hold politicians to account when
they promise to fight tax avoidance by multinationals.’ –
Dounia Zaouche National Secretary at the trade union
UFSE-CGT, and Alain Parisot, National Secretary at the
trade union UNSA Fonction Publique, France.289
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5.8.3 Allowing citizens to know what
multinationals pay in taxes
An EU ‘Pirate Base for Tax Avoidance’
In May, a scandal that quickly became known as the
‘Malta Files’ was published by the European Investigative
Collaborations (EIC).290 A leak of over 100,000 documents291
allowed journalists to reveal how multinational corporations
such as BASF, Sixt, Puma, BMW and Lufthansa had set
up a large number of letterbox companies in Malta.292 The
corporations either refused to comment, or stated that
their presence in Malta was due to reasons other than
taxation issues.293 However, earlier revelations and analysis
by MaltaToday newspaper alleged how multinational
corporations have used subsidiaries in Malta to avoid
around €2 billion in tax payments every year.294

Price of setting up a
letterbox company in
Malta: around €1,200
in deposit 295
Malta has a corporate tax rate of 35 per cent, but creative
tax rebates allow corporations to bring the tax rate down
to five per cent.296 MaltaToday published figures from 2015,
showing how corporate profits worth around €4 billion
flowed through Malta, which would otherwise have been
taxed in other countries. The profit flows generated €247
million in revenues for the Maltese tax authority, but often
at the expense of other countries, who lost a fortune in
foregone tax revenue.297 The Malta Files revelations led
the regional German Finance Minister of North RhineWestphalia to dub Malta the ‘Panama of Europe’.298
Figures showing the tax payments and business activities
of corporations in each country are normally secret to the
public. However, public country by country reporting would
change that, and let citizens know where multinational
corporations do business and how much tax they pay in
each country where they are operating, and thereby act as a
disincentive for large-scale tax avoidance.

EU negotiations on public country by country reporting
Unfortunately, the EU has not yet reached political
agreement on introducing real public country by country
reporting. In April 2016, the European Commission came
forward with a long-awaited proposal on the issue.299 While
the Commission’s proposal goes further than the secret
country by country reporting, which is now part of the
OECD’s BEPS outcome (see chapter 5.1 on ‘Implementing
a controversial ‘sticking plaster’), the proposal would
unfortunately only require corporations to publish
information on their operations in EU member states and
countries to be included in a yet-to-be determined EU
blacklist of tax havens.
Limiting information to EU countries and a subset of
blacklisted countries is highly problematic for several
reasons. Firstly, it would only give the public an incomplete
picture of a large multinational’s activities worldwide.
Secondly, it would mean that multinationals would
continue to be able to engage in profit shifting to low-tax
jurisdictions that do not make it onto the EU blacklist. Lastly,
developing countries would be especially disadvantaged
by this proposal, as it would leave them in the dark
about the activities of large multinationals operating in
their jurisdictions. Another problematic point is that the
Commission’s proposal would only apply to corporations
with a turnover of at least €750 million per year. According
to the OECD, only 10-15 per cent of the world’s multinational
corporations meet this threshold.300
In response to the Commission’s proposal, EU member states
issued an initial informal position that suggests limiting
transparency even further.301 For instance, according to
member states, reporting requirements should only cover
corporations that are ‘operating’ in the EU. This significant
change would allow letterbox companies, which often
play a central role in the tax avoidance activities of large
multinationals, to be excluded from the reporting obligation.
Further proposed changes by the Council of EU Member
States include an exception clause for corporations that only
have one subsidiary in a country, due to the alleged risk of
revealing commercially sensitive information. French civil
society organisations have highlighted that for a multinational
corporation such as Total, such an exception clause would
allow the oil and gas giant to avoid reporting on its subsidiaries
in 37 of the 98 countries where it has operations.302
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Furthermore, some EU member states have proposed a
change to the legal basis for the proposal, which would in
effect exclude the European Parliament from the decisionmaking, and would give member states the opportunity to veto
the legislation303 – a move that would in all likelihood lead to a
less ambitious outcome, or even no outcome at all. While the
legal service of the Council of Member States has argued that
this change to the legal basis would be appropriate,304 it has
been rejected by the Legal Affairs Committee of the European
Parliament305 and the Commission.306 To change the legal
basis, a unanimity of member states would need to agree, and
discussions on this topic remain ongoing.
In the summer of 2017, the European Parliament adopted its
position on the issue, and took a more ambitious line than
the Commission and member states by expanding the list of
reporting requirements, and by proposing that multinational
corporations should report on their activities and tax payments
in all countries where they do business.307 However, while the
Parliament has previously supported full public country by
country reporting without restrictions, some parliamentarians,
in particular from the Conservative and Liberal groups, now
introduced a new problematic ‘corporate get out clause’, which
would allow corporations to ask for exemptions and keep
selected parts of their data secret if they feel public disclosure
can harm the business.308 Therefore, even the Parliament’s
position now includes a serious loophole.309
The Council of EU Member States meanwhile continues
to debate their negotiating position, preventing the
commencement of negotiations with the Commission and
the Parliament on what the final EU rules would look like.
There is a strong risk that such continued political deadlock
among member states could result in a long delay in
adopting the final rules.
The value of corporate transparency
Full public country by country reporting has already been
introduced for banks in the EU.310 Using this public data,
Oxfam carried out an analysis of the top 20 EU banks in
Europe and found, for instance, that the banks often do not
pay any tax at all on the profits they book in tax havens.311
Oxfam’s analysis further shows that the twenty biggest
European banks register around ‘one in every four euros of
their profits in tax havens.’312
While tax havens account for approximately 26 per cent
of the total profits made by the top 20 EU banks, these
countries only account for seven per cent of the banks’
employees.313 In fact, according to Oxfam’s report, at least
€682 million of the European banks’ profits ‘were made in
countries where they employ nobody.’314
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Oxfam’s report led the centre-left Socialists & Democrats
grouping at the European Parliament to send a letter to the
European Commission asking it to launch an investigation
into whether the practices revealed by Oxfam constituted
a breach of fair competition practices in the EU.315 All this
goes to show that making country by country reports public
can allow civil society organisations and decision-makers a
clearer picture about international money flows, and in turn
inform public policy-making.
There is also growing recognition of the value that public
country by country reporting would bring to, for example
investors. Multinationals’ approaches to taxation can have
reputational impacts and represent financial risks, but under
current disclosure rules shareholders frequently have little
to no information available to them on the tax strategy of a
corporation. Public country by country reporting would allow
investors to identify corporations that enhance shareholder
value through sound investments, rather than into
corporations that rely on aggressive tax planning strategies.
In April 2017, Norway’s sovereign wealth fund, one of the
largest of its kind in the world, announced new guidance
that underlined that ‘Public country-by-country reporting is
a core element of transparent corporate tax disclosure. Our
expectations fall into two main categories: boards should adopt
appropriate and prudent tax policies, and companies should be
transparent about where they generate economic value’.316

5.8.4 Hidden ownership
Why is public access to company ownership data important?
One of the key challenges in the fight against tax avoidance,
evasion and money laundering is the ease with which individuals
can use opaque legal entities such as shell companies and
anonymous trusts to hide their assets and wealth from the
world’s tax authorities. This once again became apparent to the
world when the ‘Paradise Papers’ scandal surfaced in November
2017. For example, the leaked documents allegedly documented
how wealthy individuals use anonymous ‘mega-trusts’ to
conceal large amounts of assets in tax havens.317
According to ICIJ, the leak revealed several trusts containing
values of over US$1 billion, where the client controlling the
money was listed as ‘confidential’.318 The law firm Appleby,
from which large parts of the leaked documents originated,
was publicly highlighting that trusts in Bermuda are ‘a popular
estate planning vehicle for private clients wishing to structure
their affairs in a tax efficient manner‘.319 The leaks also once
again illustrated how secret shell companies, foundations
and similar structures in secrecy jurisdictions can be used to
hide wealth.320 According to Appleby, these practices are all
legal,321 but it nevertheless raises the concern that national
tax systems will not be able to function effectively as long as
hiding large amounts of wealth is quick and easy to do.
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Even before the Paradise Papers, the ‘Russian Laundromat’
scandal surfaced, in spring 2017. The Organized Crime
and Corruption Reporting Project (OCCRP) revealed a
sophisticated money laundering scheme by which more than
US$20 billion worth of dirty money was allegedly brought
out of Russia to be laundered through Moldova, brought in to
the EU with the help of a Latvian bank, and then passed on to
banks in 96 countries around the world.322

Figure 5: Amount of money
received (in US$) through
the Russian Laundromat by
selected European countries.
While some of the key banks
involved were based in
Latvia, the country was not
a final destination for the
money and it is therefore not
included in the chart. Source:
The Organized Crime and
Corruption Reporting Project.323

According to the OCCRP The scheme involved a high number
of shell companies with fake ‘nominee’ directors, most of them
registered in the UK. The scandal occurred between 2010 and
2014, before the UK introduced its public register of company
owners that would have unmasked the fake frontmen sitting
behind these companies and revealed the true owners.
As can be seen in figure 5, a large part of the laundered money
from Russia ended up in European banks, with particularly
high amounts going to countries such as the Netherlands,
Denmark, the Czech Republic, Italy, Finland and United
Kingdom, each of which, according to the OCCRP, received over
US$25 million.
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The Russian Laundromat scandal was followed by the
Azerbaijani Laundromat scandal, also exposed by the
Organized Crime and Corruption Reporting Project. In this
case, US$2.9 billion was allegedly laundered between 2012
and 2014, through four shell companies registered in the UK.
According to the OCCRP, the Estonian branch of Danske Bank,
a major European bank based in Denmark, was in charge of
administering the accounts of the shell companies as they
handled the large sums of money coming out of Azerbaijan.324
The money was later spent in a number of different countries,
including Germany, France, the UK and Iran.325

Box 14: Directors suspected of terrorism
Using company ownership data, Danish journalists
found that several individuals suspected of Islamic
terrorism were registered as directors of Danish
companies. The companies were suspected of largescale fraud with value added tax (VAT) – a mechanism
that can have been used to channel millions of Euros
to finance terrorism.326 One person registered as
director of a Danish company selling soft drinks in
Copenhagen had been identified as a leader of an
Al Qaida campaign group, and was killed by French
special forces in Mali in 2016.327 Another person
registered as director of a Danish company importing
chicken to Denmark has been added to the US list
of terrorists.328 Two other individuals registered as
Danish company directors were arrested in an antiterror operation in Spain in 2014.329

The business case for requiring companies to disclose
their beneficial ownership to the world at large is growing
as well. A survey by the global accountancy giant EY found
that 91 per cent of senior anti-fraud executives working
at large multinationals believe it is important to know the
ultimate beneficial owners of the entities with which they
do business.330 One of the world’s largest banks, HSBC, has
meanwhile also indicated its support for establishing public
beneficial ownership registers for companies and trusts.331
In September 2016, a group of investors representing
more than US$740 billion in assets under management,
expressed strong support in a letter to US senators calling
for requirements on companies to disclose their beneficial
ownership information, explaining that opaque company
structures are not only an obstacle for law enforcement,
but also ‘inhibit investors’ ability to identify risks’ and thereby
negatively impact on shareholder value.332
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EU negotiations on secret shell companies
and anonymous trusts
Meanwhile, the EU has continued to negotiate the review
of the EU’s Anti-Money Laundering Directive, which was
initiated shortly after the Panama Papers scandal in April
2016. In particular, the political discussion has centred
around the question of whether to introduce public registers
of the real ‘beneficial’ owners of companies and trusts, and
thus put an end to the secretive vehicles that can be used to
hide and launder money.
A few months after the Panama Papers scandal, the
European Commission put forth a proposal for revisions
to the EU’s current anti-money laundering framework that
would allow for full public access to the beneficial ownership
registers of companies and business-related trusts operating
in the EU.333 While the proposal stated that some types of
trusts should still be allowed to have anonymous owners, the
proposal was still an important step forward.
However, meeting in December 2016, EU member states
rejected the Commission’s proposal on public registers, and
instead proposed to keep an approach similar to that of the
old directive.334 This would mean that only those individuals
who can prove a ‘legitimate interest’ should have access to
the information, and that it would be left to member states
to decide what constitutes a ‘legitimate interest’. A common
argument for this approach is that some owners can have
legitimate reasons for requesting privacy335 – a concern
that has, however, been accommodated by the proposals for
public registers (see box 15). In its impact assessment, the
European Commission had warned that leaving legitimate
interest to the discretion of EU member states could lead to
‘excessive limitations of the access to the register as well as to
a lack of a level playing field’ between member states.336 In
certain countries, such as the Czech Republic and Italy, the
interpretation of legitimate interest has been so restrictively
defined that there are now concerns about whether
individuals might have to go to court to demonstrate their
legitimate interest.337
Despite persistent blocking at the European level, some
countries have voluntarily opted to go beyond current EU
requirements and introduce fully accessible registers,
including United Kingdom, the Netherlands, Slovenia,
Finland, Sweden, Denmark and Latvia.338
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Box 15: Public registers and the right to privacy
In special cases, there can be legitimate reasons for
owners of companies and trusts to wish to keep their
identity hidden. Both the European Commission and the
European Parliament’s proposals on creating public
registers of beneficial owners take this into account by
suggesting that on a case-by-case basis, owners can
request to be excluded from the public register.339
The UK’s public register includes a similar mechanism,
which allows company owners to request to remain
unidentified to the public. When the register was
published, approximately 30 owners (out of more
than 1 million) had been given permission to remain
anonymous.340

But while EU member states have sought to backtrack on the
need for further transparency, the European Parliament voted
to back public beneficial ownership registers in February
2017.341 Members of the European Parliament also voted to
improve the Commission’s proposal by extending beneficial
ownership transparency to so-called non-commercial
trusts. Under the Commission’s proposal, these types of
trusts would have been exempt from public disclosure
requirements, with beneficial ownership information only
accessible to those with a legitimate interest. But the
distinction between commercial and non-commercial trusts
is not always an easy one to make in practice, and so-called
family trusts can also be used to hide the proceeds of crime
or tax evasion. Indeed, trust structures can offer particularly
complex ownership and secrecy structures, and thus allow
for very sophisticated, and highly problematic, ways for
individuals to hide their assets.342
In order for it to become EU law, the European Parliament
and member states will need to negotiate a final agreement
on the directive.

5.9. Ensuring truly global decision-making
A recent survey of public opinions in G20 countries found that
73 per cent of respondents think it’s important or very important
for governments to cooperate with each other on tax policy.343
Strengthened and more equitable international cooperation
on tax matters has also continued to be a high priority for
the Group of 77 (G77) – a coalition representing more than
130 developing countries. The G77 has repeatedly called for
decision-making on global tax standards to be moved to the
United Nations, where all countries have a seat at the table,
rather than the G20 and the OECD, also known as the ‘rich
countries’ club’.

In 2017, the G77 repeated its call for an intergovernmental
tax body to be established under the United Nations, and
highlighted that: ‘There is still no single global inclusive forum
for international tax cooperation at the intergovernmental level
(...) the Group underscores that the United Nations is the only
universal forum where these issues can be discussed in an
open, transparent, and inclusive manner’.344
Like the G77, the European Parliament has repeatedly called
for an intergovernmental UN tax body,345 but the European
Commission346 and several member states have opposed
the idea.347

"There is still no global, inclusive
normsetting mechanism or body for
international tax cooperation at the
intergovernmental level. South Africa
therefore, continues to believe that there
is a need to evolve and upgrade the UN
Committee of Experts on International
Cooperation in Tax Matters into a full intergovernmental body."
Mr. Mahlatse Mminele
Representative of South Africa at the United Nations348

Instead of a truly global negotiating forum, developing
countries are encouraged to join the OECD’s Inclusive
Framework.349 Membership of the forum requires
developing countries to pay a membership fee of €20,000
per year to the OECD, and commit to implementing the
standard on Base Erosion and Profit Shifting (BEPS).350 This
BEPS package, which runs to nearly 2,000 pages,351 was
negotiated through a process where over 100 developing
countries were excluded from participating.352 As mentioned
above (see chapter 5.1 on ‘Implementing a controversial
‘sticking plaster’’), its content has been criticised as both
inadequate and, in some cases, highly problematic.
This approach mirrors the process on exchange of
information, where a standard was negotiated and agreed
in a process from which the vast majority of the world’s
developing countries were excluded, and since submitted
for implementation by a Global Forum, where developing
countries can participate and follow the standard.353
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In 2016, the OECD, IMF, World Bank and UN also established
a ‘Platform for Collaboration on Tax’. However, the outputs
from the Platform represents the views of the secretariat staff
of these institutions, but not their member states.354 While
developing countries are members of the UN, the UN cannot
represent its members on tax, since there has been no process
where UN member states have been allowed to negotiate
and adopt positions on international tax matters (that would
require an intergovernmental UN body on tax, as suggested by
the G77). In 2018, the platform will organise a meeting on tax
matters in the UN,355 but preliminary announcements about
the format of the meeting suggest this will be a conference
for exchanging views and experiences, but not a space where
countries can negotiate and make intergovernmental decisions
on international tax cooperation.
Thus there are still strong reasons for concerns about the fact
that developing countries have a very limited role in international
agenda setting and decision-making on tax. Furthermore, it is
also concerning that there is currently no intergovernmental
process that might be able to deliver stronger and truly global
solutions to combat international tax dodging.
Civil society organisations have strongly supported the
proposal to develop a truly global response to tax dodging
under the United Nations.

I make the rules. But both of us
get to follow the rules.

Box 16: Civil society organisations’ 10 reasons why
an intergovernmental UN tax body is needed356
1. A key step towards a coherent global system.
Negotiation of a globally agreed system is the
only way to remove the complexity, confusion,
inconsistency and mismatches that exist today.
2. Stronger cooperation between tax administrations.
A coherent global system will make it easier for tax
administrations to communicate and cooperate.
3. Less unilateral action. Blacklisting and special
restrictions on transfer pricing, financial transfers,
corporate reporting and documentation are only
some of the measures individual governments are
currently introducing to protect their tax base.
4. Ending the race to the bottom. The fear of losing
investments is currently driving governments to
introduce tax incentives, loopholes and harmful tax
practices in a tragic ‘race to the bottom’, which is
costing countries billions of dollars in lost tax income.
5. Better business environment. Clear, consistent,
global and stable rules are good for business.
6. A level playing field. Today, governments who
commit to increasing transparency and closing
loopholes fear that being a ‘first mover’ will result
in businesses and wealthy individuals registering
themselves in other jurisdictions.
7. Stronger implementation. No government will feel
obliged to implement tax standards and norms
adopted in closed rooms where it was not welcome.
8. Less double taxation and double-non-taxation. The
wide variety of mismatches between national tax
systems is the core reason why some get taxed twice
on the same income while others don’t get taxed at all.
9. More financing for development in the poorest
countries. Currently, the world’s poorest countries
are excluded from decision-making on global tax
standards, and international systems often don’t
take into account their realities and interests. This
means lower tax income and thereby less available
financing for development in these countries.

So you see – we participate
on an equal footing!

50 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

10. Fair and consistent global action against tax
havens. Many governments are currently trying to
protect their tax base through national blacklists
based on criteria that are often both unclear and
inconsistently applied. While random blacklisting
can be burdensome for impacted countries, it will
not solve the tax haven problem.

6. Recommendations

There are several recommendations that European governments and the EU institutions can – and must –
take forward to help bring an end to the scandal of tax dodging and ensure tax justice.
Tax policies
Governments and EU institutions must promote progressive
tax systems to counter rising inequality; ensure that tax
policies promote gender equality and are fully in line with
policy coherence for development; and stop the race to the
bottom on corporate taxation, including through lowering
corporate tax rates and using harmful tax practices that
facilitate corporate tax avoidance.

9. Adopt effective whistleblower protection to protect
those who act in the public interest, including those
who disclose legal tax avoidance or tax evasion. The
protection must include both private and public sector
employees.
10. If negotiating or renegotiating tax treaties with
developing countries, governments should:
•

Conduct and publish a comprehensive impact
assessment to analyse the impact on the developing
country and ensure that negative impacts are
avoided;

•

Fully respect source country rights to tax the profits
generated by business activities in their countries,
and stop reducing withholding tax rates;

•

Ensure full transparency around every step of treaty
negotiations as well as effective participation by civil
society and parliamentarians.

For this purpose, they should:
1. Carry out and publish spill-over analyses of all national
and EU-level tax policies, including special purpose entities,
tax treaties and incentives for multinational corporations, in
order to assess the impacts on developing countries, and
remove or reform policies and practices that have negative
impacts on developing countries.
2. Undertake a rigorous study, jointly with developing
countries, of the merits, risks and feasibility of more
fundamental alternatives to the current international tax
system, such as unitary taxation, with special attention
to the likely impact of these alternatives on developing
countries.
3. Support a proposal on a Common Consolidated
Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB) at the EU level that includes
the consolidation and apportionment of profits, and
avoid introducing new mechanisms that can be abused
by multinational corporations to dodge taxes, including
large-scale tax deductions.
4. Publish data showing the flow of investments through
special purpose entities in their countries.
5. Stop the spread of, and remove, existing patent boxes
and similar harmful structures.
6. Publish the basic elements of all advance tax
agreements granted to multinational corporations
(including, at a minimum, the name of the corporation
to which it is issued, duration of the agreement and
the topics covered). Move towards a system for taxing
multinational corporations that is transparent, clear and
less complex.

Transparency
Governments and EU Institutions must allow the public
to access the key corporate information necessary to
ensure accountability and tax justice. They must also
ensure full and effective exchange of information between
all the governments so that citizens are not able to use
international structures to circumvent national tax laws.
For this purpose, they should:
11. Work towards a Global Standard on Automatic Information
Exchange, which includes a transition period for developing
countries that cannot currently meet reciprocal exchange
requirements due to lack of administrative capacity. This
transition period should allow developing countries to
receive information automatically, even though they might
not have the capacity to share information from their own
countries. Furthermore, under the current standards,
developed country governments must commit to exchange
information automatically with all developing countries that
fulfill basic data protection requirements, by establishing
the necessary bilateral exchange relationships.

7. Publish annual assessments of the cost and benefits of
all tax incentives provided to multinational corporations.
8. Ensure that tax advisors are legally liable for promoting
and advising on practices that violate the law.
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Recommendations

12. Establish fully publicly accessible registries of the
beneficial owners of companies, trusts and similar
legal structures. At the EU level, the revision of the EU
anti-money laundering directive provides an important
opportunity to do so, and governments must ensure that
the problems related to secret ownership, as exposed in
the Panama Papers, are finally resolved.
13. Adopt full country by country reporting for all large
multinational corporations, and ensure that this
information is publicly available in an open data
format that is machine readable and centralised in
a public registry. This reporting should be at least
as comprehensive as suggested in the OECD BEPS
reporting template,357 but cover all corporations that
meet the EU definition of ‘large undertaking’.

International decision-making
Governments and EU institutions must support all
international decision-making on tax matters being fair and
transparent, including the participation of all countries on
a truly equal footing, and an intergovernmental decisionmaking process that allows full access for observers.
For this purpose, they should:
14. Support the establishment of an intergovernmental tax
body under the auspices of the UN, with the aim of ensuring
that developing countries can participate equally in the
global reform of international tax rules. This forum should
become the main forum for international cooperation
in tax matters and related transparency issues. The tax
body should be adequately funded and allow full access
to observers, including civil society and parliamentarians.
One of the key priorities of the commission should be to
negotiate and adopt an international convention on tax
cooperation and related transparency.
15. Replace or fundamentally reform the EU Code of
Conduct Group on Business Taxation to ensure that EU
decision-making on international tax matters becomes
fully transparent to the public, and that decision-makers
become accountable to their citizens.
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Specific findings
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Methodology for country rating system

Category 1

Category 2

Ownership transparency

Public reporting for multinational corporations

This category is based on information from the national
chapters (for countries) and chapter 5.8.4 on ‘Hidden
ownership’ (for the European Parliament and Commission).

This category is based on information from the national
chapters (for countries) and chapter 5.8.3 on ‘Allowing
citizens to know what multinationals pay in taxes’ (for the
European Parliament and Commission).

Green
Countries that have adopted a law to introduce a public
register of beneficial ownership information on companies.
If the country allows the establishment of trusts or similar
legal structures, these will also be subject to a public
register of beneficial owners. If the country does not allow
the establishment of trusts or similar legal structures, the
country is not opposed to introducing public registers of
beneficial owners of trusts at the EU level.
This category also includes EU institutions that have
supported public registers of beneficial ownership of
companies and trusts at EU-wide level.
Yellow
The country or institution has chosen a problematic ‘middle
way’. For countries, this category includes those that have
adopted a law to introduce a public register of beneficial
owners of companies, while at the same time providing
opportunities for establishing secret trusts or similar legal
structures. It also includes countries that have established
public registers with restrictions that limit the possibilities
for using the data. For EU institutions, this category includes
those that have supported public registers for some entities
(for example companies and business-related trusts), but
not for all.
Red
Countries that have not adopted a law to introduce a public
register of owners. For EU institutions, this category also
includes those that have rejected the option of establishing
public registers of beneficial owners at EU-wide level.
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Green
Countries and EU institutions that support full public country
by country reporting.
Yellow
Countries and EU institutions that have taken a neutral
position. Yellow is also used to categorise counties or EU
institutions with positions that are unclear or somewhere
between positive and negative.
Red
Countries and EU institutions that are actively speaking
against public country by country reporting. At the EU-level,
this category also includes countries which argue that the
European Parliament should not have a say on the issue, and
that a final decision must be a unanimous decision by the
EU member states (i.e. countries that argue that the legal
basis of the proposal should be changed, so that it becomes
a ‘tax file’). It also includes countries and institutions which
argue that multinational corporations should report on their
activities in some countries, but not others.

Methodology for country rating system

Category 3

Tax Treaties
This category is firstly based on data from table 4 and
figure 3 in chapter 4.5.1 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties between
European and developing countries’, showing the total
number of tax treaties with developing countries, as well
as the average rate of reduction of developing country
withholding tax rates in those tax treaties, for all the
countries covered by this report.
Secondly, this rating takes into account whether a country
has any ‘very restrictive’ treaties with developing countries,
based on data from table 5 in chapter 4.5.1 on ‘Bilateral tax
treaties between European and developing countries’.
As noted in the report, some countries have integrated antiabuse clauses in their bilateral tax treaties.358 Although this
is positive, these clauses do not address the main concern
about tax treaties – namely that they are used to lower tax
rates in developing countries and reallocate taxing rights
from poorer to richer countries. Therefore, the presence of
anti-abuse clauses is not used as a determining factor in the
rating system outlined below.
For the European Parliament and Commission, this category
is based on information from chapter 4.5.2 on ‘How to
avoid harmful effects of tax treaties?’ and chapter 5.6 on
‘Measuring the impact of European tax policies’.

Green
Countries that do not have any ‘very restrictive’ tax
treaties with developing countries, and for whom the
average reduction of withholding tax rates in treaties with
developing countries is below one percentage point. For
the EU institutions, this category includes institutions that
have proposed concrete measures that would mitigate and
prevent negative impacts on developing countries due to
treaties signed with EU member states.
Yellow
Countries that do not have any ‘very restrictive’ tax treaties
with developing countries, but for whom the average
reduction of withholding tax rates in treaties with developing
countries is above one percentage point. Although the tax
treaties of the countries in this category are not harmless,
the negative impacts of the country’s tax treaty system are
relatively limited, either because the country has relatively
few treaties (below the average – 41.77 tax treaties – for
countries covered by this report) or because the average
reduction of developing country tax rates in those treaties is
relatively low (below the average – 3.39 percentage points –
for countries covered by this report). For the EU institutions,
this category includes institutions that have acknowledged
the problems tax treaties can cause for developing
countries, but have not yet put forward concrete proposals
for mitigating and preventing these problems.
Red
The tax treaty system of the country is relatively harmful,
either because the country has signed some ‘very
restrictive’ treaties with developing countries, or because
the average reduction of withholding tax rates in treaties
with developing countries, as well as the total number of
tax treaties the country has with developing countries,
are both above the average among the countries covered
in this report (3.39 percentage points and 41.77 treaties
respectively). For EU institutions, this category includes
those who have not yet acknowledged the problems tax
treaties can cause for developing countries.
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Methodology for country rating system

Category 4

Category 5

Harmful tax practices

Global solutions

This category is based on information from table 2 on ‘Offshore
financial centres – top five’ (see chapter 3.1 on ‘Which offshore
financial centres are multinationals using?’); box 7 on ‘EU
member states with patent boxes’ (see chapter 4.3.1 ‘Here to
stay?’); table 3 on ‘’Sweetheart deals’ in force’ (see chapter
4.4.2 on ‘Advance pricing agreements in the EU and Norway’);
chapter 4.2.1 on ‘What are special purpose entities’; and
information provided in the national chapters. For the European
Parliament and Commission, the category is generally based
on chapter 4 on ‘Potentially harmful tax practices’.

This category is based on information from the national chapters
(for countries) and chapter 5.9 on ‘Ensuring truly global decision
making’ (for the European Parliament and Commission).

Green
The country does not have a patent box and the level of
investment activity through special purpose entities is low.
The country also does not have a significant number of
unilateral advance pricing agreements with multinational
corporations (i.e. between 0-20 agreements in force). This
category is also used for EU institutions that have shown
strong opposition to patent boxes, letterbox companies, and
secret advance tax agreements between governments and
multinational corporations.
Yellow
The country is not among the world’s biggest sink or
conduit countries, and does not have a patent box. But it
has a significant level of investments going through special
purpose entities and/or a significant number of unilateral
advance pricing agreements with multinational corporations
(i.e. between 21-100 agreements). This category is also used
for EU institutions that have taken a position in-between
opposing and promoting harmful tax practices.
Red
This category includes countries that are among the world’s
top five biggest sink or conduit countries and/or have a
patent box. This category also includes countries that have
more than 100 unilateral advance pricing agreements with
multinational corporations, or have introduced tax policies
which allow a corporate tax rate of zero for multinational
corporations that retain their earnings. Lastly, the category
includes EU institutions that have promoted patent boxes,
letterbox companies or secret advance tax agreements
between governments and multinational corporations.
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Green
The country or EU institution supports the establishment
of an intergovernmental body on tax matters under the
auspices of the UN, with the aim of ensuring that all
countries are able to participate on an equal footing in the
definition of global tax standards.
Yellow
The position of the government or institution is unclear
or neutral.
Red
The government or institution is opposed to the establishment
of an intergovernmental body on tax matters under the
auspices of the UN, and thus not willing to ensure that all
countries are able to participate on an equal footing in the
definition of global tax standards.

Symbols
Arrows: Show that a country seems to be in the
process of moving from one category to another.
The colour of the arrow denotes the category
being moved towards.
Restricted access sign: Shows that the position
of the government is not available to the public,
and thus the country has been given a yellow
light due to a lack of information.

EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT

EUROPEAN COMMISSION

OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

The European Parliament is advocating for public
registers of beneficial owners of companies, as well
as all trusts and similar legal structures in the EU.

In response to the Panama Papers scandal, the
European Commission launched a proposal to
introduce public registers of beneficial owners of
companies and some (but not all) trusts in the EU.

PUBLIC REPORTING

PUBLIC REPORTING

The European Parliament has proposed that
multinational corporations should publish country
by country data from all countries where they do
business, but included a corporate get-out clause,
which would allow corporations to ask for exemptions
and keep a selected part of their data secret if they
feel public disclosure could harm their business.

The European Commission has launched a proposal
that would require multinational corporations to
publish country by country data from some countries
but not others. This conflicts with the fundamental
idea of public country by country reporting, which is
to obtain a full overview from all countries where a
corporation is operating. The proposal is therefore, in
reality, not country by country reporting.

TAX TREATIES

TAX TREATIES

The European Parliament has recognised the
potential negative impacts of tax treaties on
developing countries and called for tax treaties
between EU countries and developing countries to be
negotiated in a way that ensures policy coherence for
development and fairness for developing countries.

The European Commission has recognised that tax
treaties can have negative impacts on developing
countries. However, the Commission has not yet
proposed any concrete actions that can adequately
address this problem.

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

The European Parliament has spoken strongly
against both patent boxes and letterbox companies,
and proposed public access to information about
the content of advance pricing agreements between
governments and multinational corporations.

Despite speaking out against patent boxes, the
European Commission has accepted patent boxes
that follow the OECD rules. The Commission has not
supported the European Parliament’s call for a ban on
letterbox companies, but also does not promote them.
While the Commission does not support the
Parliament’s call for more public information
about the content of advance tax agreements, the
Commission has initiated several state aid cases to
prevent specific very harmful agreements.

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

The European Parliament has repeatedly supported the
establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax body.

The European Commission does not support the
establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax body.
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AUSTRIA

BELGIUM
OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

Austria does not have a public register of beneficial
owners of companies.

Belgium does not have a public register of beneficial
owners of companies.

PUBLIC REPORTING

PUBLIC REPORTING

The Conservative party, which recently won the
election in Austria, has repeatedly spoken out against
public country by country reporting.

The official position of the Belgian government is
unclear. However, the Belgian Finance Minister has
repeatedly spoken out against public country by
country reporting.

TAX TREATIES

TAX TREATIES

Although the number of Austrian treaties with
developing countries is slightly below average, the
average rate of reduction of developing country tax
rates imposed through those treaties is significantly
above average, which indicates that these treaties
could have substantial negative impacts on
developing countries.

Belgium has a relatively high number of tax treaties
with developing countries, but the average reduction
of tax rates imposed through those treaties is low.
However, what the average does not show is that
several of Belgium’s tax treaties with developing
countries are ‘very restrictive’, and therefore give
particular cause for concern.

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

Austria has a high amount of investment going through
special purpose entities, but does not have a patent
box or a significant number of unilateral advance
pricing agreements with multinational corporations.

Belgium has a patent box and a high number
of unilateral advance pricing agreements with
multinational corporations.

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

The Austrian government does not support the
establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax body,
arguing that it is ‘doubtful about the added value’.

The Belgian government does not support the
establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax body.
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CZECH REPUBLIC

DENMARK

OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

The Czech Republic does not have a public register of
beneficial owners of companies.

Denmark has adopted a law which introduces a public
register of beneficial owners of both companies and
other legal structures.

PUBLIC REPORTING

PUBLIC REPORTING

The Czech Republic supports changing the legal basis
of the European Commission’s proposal on public
country by country reporting, which would mean that
the European Parliament would be excluded from
the negotiations and a final decision would require
unanimity among EU member states. In reality, this
would result in an unambitious outcome.

Denmark supports the position of the European
Commission.

TAX TREATIES

TAX TREATIES

Compared to the other countries covered by this
report, the number of tax treaties between the Czech
Republic and developing countries, as well as the
reduction of tax rates imposed by those treaties, are
both above average.

Denmark has relatively few tax treaties with
developing countries, and the average reduction
of tax rates imposed through those treaties is low.
However, what the average does not show is that
several of Denmark’s tax treaties with developing
countries are ‘very restrictive’, and therefore give
particular cause for concern.

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

The Czech Republic has a significant number
of unilateral advance pricing agreements with
multinational corporations, but does not have a
patent box.

Denmark does not have a patent box or any
unilateral advance pricing agreements with
multinational corporations. However, Denmark’s
limited liability companies can be used for
international tax avoidance and are therefore a
cause for concern. The government has announced
its intention to close this loophole.

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

The Czech government does not support the
establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax body.

The Danish government does not support the
establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax body.
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FINLAND

GERMANY
OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

Finland has adopted a law which introduces a public
register of beneficial owners of both companies and
other legal structures.

Germany does not have a public register of beneficial
owners.

PUBLIC REPORTING

PUBLIC REPORTING

Finland supports the position of the European
Commission.

The former German government spoke out against
public country by country reporting, and at the
moment there are no indications that any new
government will take a different position.

TAX TREATIES

TAX TREATIES

Although not unproblematic, Finland’s tax treaties
with developing countries give fewer reasons for
concern compared to many other countries covered
by this report, since Finland’s number of treaties
with developing countries, as well as the average
reduction of tax rates imposed through those treaties,
are both below average.

Germany’s tax treaties with developing countries are
a cause of concern due to the high number of ‘very
restrictive’ treaties. Also of concern is the fact that
Germany’s total number of treaties with developing
countries, as well as the average reduction of tax
rates through those treaties, are both above average
among the countries covered by this report.

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

Finland does not have a patent box. However, it has
a significant number of unilateral advance pricing
agreements with multinational corporations.

Germany does not have a patent box or any
unilateral advance pricing agreements with
multinational corporations.

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

Although the Finnish parliament has called for the
government to explore opportunities to strengthen
the UN tax committee, the Finnish government does
not support that it be upgraded from an expert
committee to an intergovernmental tax body.

Germany does not support the establishment of an
intergovernmental UN tax body.
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HUNGARY

IRELAND

OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

Hungary does not have a public register of beneficial
owners of companies.

Ireland does not have a central register of beneficial
owners.

PUBLIC REPORTING

PUBLIC REPORTING

Hungary’s position on public country by country
reporting is unclear.

The Irish government supports changing the legal
basis of the European Commission’s proposal on
public country by country reporting, which would
mean that the European Parliament would be
excluded from the negotiations and a final decision
would require unanimity among EU member states. In
reality, this would result in an unambitious outcome.

TAX TREATIES

TAX TREATIES

Although not unproblematic, the Hungarian tax
treaty network gives fewer reasons for concern
compared with many other countries covered by
this report, since Hungary’s number of treaties
with developing countries, as well as the average
reduction of developing country tax rates, are both
significantly below average among the countries
covered by this report.

Of all the countries covered by this report, the Irish
tax treaties with developing countries introduce the
highest average reductions on the tax rates of their
developing country treaty partners. Furthermore,
three of Ireland's treaties with developing countries
are ‘very restrictive’ treaties. The number of tax
treaties between Ireland and developing countries
is below average. However, Ireland is currently
planning to expand its number of treaties with
developing countries.

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

Hungary has a patent box and a significant number
of unilateral advance pricing agreements with
multinational corporations.

Ireland has been identified as the world’s fourth
largest conduit jurisdiction. The country also has a
patent box.

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

On the issue of establishing an intergovernmental
UN tax body, the position of the Hungarian
government is unclear.

The Irish government does not support the
establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax body.
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ITALY

LATVIA
OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

Italy does not have a public register of beneficial
owners.

Latvia has adopted a law which introduces a public
register of beneficial owners.

PUBLIC REPORTING

PUBLIC REPORTING

Italy’s position on public country by country reporting
is unclear.

The Latvian government would like to change the
legal basis of the proposal, so that the European
Parliament is excluded from the negotiations and a
final decision would require unanimity among the
EU member states. In reality, this would result in an
unambitious outcome.

TAX TREATIES

TAX TREATIES

Italian tax treaties with developing countries, on
average, reduce the tax rates less than most other
countries covered in this report. However, what
the average does not show is that Italy has the
highest number of ’very restrictive’ tax treaties with
developing countries among all the countries covered
by this report.

Although Latvia has relatively few tax treaties with
developing countries, these treaties have a relatively
high negative impact on the developing countries
that have signed them. This is because Latvia’s
tax treaties, on average, impose relatively high
reductions of developing country tax rates.

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

Italy has a patent box and a significant number
of unilateral advance pricing agreements with
multinational corporations.

Latvia has introduced a system that allows
multinational corporations to pay zero per cent
corporate tax on retained or reinvested earnings.

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

The Italian government does not support the
establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax body.

The government of Latvia states that it does not have
an official position on the issue of establishing an
intergovernmental UN tax body.
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LUXEMBOURG

THE NETHERLANDS

OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

Luxembourg does not have a central register of
beneficial owners.

The Netherlands does not have a public register of
beneficial owners. Work is in progress to introduce a
beneficial ownership register, which would be public.
However, the current proposal contains restrictions
on public access which could make the register
difficult to use.

PUBLIC REPORTING

PUBLIC REPORTING

The government of Luxembourg is against public
country by country reporting and would like to change
the legal basis of the proposal, so that the European
Parliament would be excluded from the negotiations
and a final decision would require unanimity among
the EU member states. In reality, this would result in
an unambitious outcome.

The previous Dutch government supported full
public country by country reporting, but the public
announcements from the new government suggest
that they instead support the position of the
European Commission.

TAX TREATIES

TAX TREATIES

Although not unproblematic, the Luxembourg tax
treaty network gives fewer reasons for concern
compared with many other countries covered by
this report, since Luxembourg’s number of treaties
with developing countries, as well as the average
reduction of developing country tax rates, are both
significantly below average among the countries
covered by this report.

The Netherlands has a high number of ‘very
restrictive’ tax treaties with developing countries.
Furthermore, compared to the other countries
covered by this report, the number of tax treaties
between the Netherlands and developing countries,
as well as the reduction of tax rates imposed by those
treaties, are both above average.

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

Luxembourg has been identified as the world’s
largest sink jurisdiction. It has a patent box and
a very high number of unilateral advance pricing
agreements with multinational corporations.

The Netherlands has been identified as the world’s
largest conduit jurisdiction. It has a patent box,
a high number of letterbox companies, as well as a
high number of advance pricing agreements with
multinational corporations.

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

The government of Luxembourg states that it
does not have an official position on the issue of
establishing an intergovernmental UN tax body.

The Dutch government does not support the
establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax body.
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NORWAY

POLAND
OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

Norway does not have a public register of beneficial
owners.

Poland does not have a public register of beneficial
owners. However, a legislative proposal, which would
introduce a public register in Poland, has been put
forward by the government.

PUBLIC REPORTING

PUBLIC REPORTING

The position of Norway is unclear since the
Parliament has voted for public country by country
reporting, but the government has not followed up.

Although Poland has taken concrete steps towards
increased corporate transparency at the national
level, its position on the issue of public country by
country reporting at EU level is currently unclear.

TAX TREATIES

TAX TREATIES

Norwegian tax treaties with developing countries,
on average, reduce the tax rates less than most
other countries covered in this report. However,
what the average does not show is that Norway has
a significant number of ‘very restrictive’ tax treaties
with developing countries.

Polish tax treaties with developing countries,
on average, introduce quite limited reductions
of developing country tax rates. However, what
the average does not show is that Poland has a
significant number of ‘very restrictive’ tax treaties
with developing countries.

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

Norway does not have a patent box, or unilateral
advance pricing agreements with multinational
corporations.

Poland does not have a patent box. Poland’s number
of unilateral advance pricing agreements with
multinational corporations is relatively low.

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

On the issue of establishing an intergovernmental UN
tax body, the position of the Norwegian government
is unclear.

The Polish government sees a need to analyse the
proposal of establishing an intergovernmental UN tax
body before deciding its position.
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SLOVENIA

SPAIN

OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

Slovenia has adopted a law which introduces a public
register of beneficial owners of both companies and
other legal structures.

The Spanish government has spoken strongly in
favour of public registers of beneficial owners.
However, Spain has not yet introduced a public
register of its own.

PUBLIC REPORTING

PUBLIC REPORTING

Slovenia supports full public country by country
reporting.

The position of Spain is currently unclear.

TAX TREATIES

TAX TREATIES

Although Slovenia’s number of treaties with
developing countries is the lowest among all countries
covered by this report, the average rate of reduction
of developing country tax rates through those treaties
is above average, and thus Slovenia’s tax treaties can
have negative impacts on developing countries.

Among all the countries covered by this report, Spain
has on average been the second most aggressive
negotiator when it comes to lowering developing
country tax rates through tax treaties. Spain also
has a relatively high number of tax treaties with
developing countries, which makes the situation even
more concerning.

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

Slovenia does not have a patent box or unilateral
advance pricing agreements with multinational
corporations.

Spain’s holding companies (ETVEs) can be used as
vehicles for corporate tax avoidance. Spain also has
a patent box and a significant number of unilateral
advance pricing agreements with multinational
corporations. Spain has a patent box and a significant
number of unilateral advance pricing agreements
with multinational corporations.

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

The Slovenian government does not support the
establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax body.

The Spanish government does not support the
establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax body.
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SWEDEN

UNITED KINGDOM
OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

OWNERSHIP TRANSPARENCY

Sweden has adopted a law that introduces a public
register of beneficial owners in Sweden.

The UK has been a true frontrunner by creating a
public register for beneficial owners of companies,
and the register is up and running. However, the UK is
opposing public registers for trusts, and has not used
the powers it has available to increase transparency
in its overseas territories.

PUBLIC REPORTING

PUBLIC REPORTING

The Swedish government would like to change the
legal basis of the proposal, so that the European
Parliament would be excluded from the negotiations
and a final decision would require unanimity among
EU member states. In reality, this would result in an
unambitious outcome.

The UK government states that it supports public
country by country reporting on a global level, but its
position on public country by country at an EU level
is unclear.

TAX TREATIES

TAX TREATIES

Sweden has several ‘very restrictive’ tax treaties with
developing countries. Furthermore, compared to the
other countries covered by this report, the number
of tax treaties between Sweden and developing
countries, as well as the reduction of tax rates
imposed by those treaties, are both above average.

The UK has a high number of ‘very restrictive’ tax
treaties with developing countries. Furthermore,
on average, the UK’s tax treaties with developing
countries contain relatively high reductions in
developing country tax rates. The fact that the UK
at the same time has the highest number of treaties
with developing countries gives even more reason
for concern.

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

HARMFUL TAX PRACTICES

Sweden does not have a patent box or any unilateral
advance pricing agreements with multinational
corporations. However, Sweden’s limited liability
companies present a risk of abuse and are thus an
issue of concern.

The UK is the world’s 2nd largest conduit jurisdiction.
It has a patent box and a significant number
of unilateral advance pricing agreements with
multinational corporations.

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

GLOBAL SOLUTIONS

The Swedish government does not support the
establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax body.

The UK government does not support the
establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax body.
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Austria

"I can’t believe that Austria sided with Malta,
Cyprus and Great Britain in the fight against
tax dodging of multinationals, because then
we would be on the wrong side."
Othmar Karas
Austrian member of the European Parliament,
European People’s Party (Christian Democrats), in
reaction to Austria’s unwillingness to accept public
beneficial ownership registers.359

Overview
Some of this year’s international scandals have had strong
links to Austria. According to the journalist network Dossier,
€4.1 million was transferred to 32 bank accounts in Austria
(involving 88 transactions) from Russia, as part of the
‘Laundromat’ scandal.360 The Austrian Finance Ministry
reacted cautiously, stressing that all relevant leads with links
to Austria would be investigated. But the Ministry also
highlighted that if financial flows and benefits turn out to have
been taxed correctly, Austria will have nothing to object to.
Especially when the money is transferred from another EU
country, this might not cause concerns in Austria.361
During the ‘Malta Files’ scandal, Austrian newspaper
Kurier reported on the involvement of numerous Austrian
companies and citizens, including in the gaming industry,
Austrian company service providers, airlines, leasing
companies, financial service providers and wealthy
Austrians owning expensive yachts registered in Malta.362
The Kurier reported that a 2.63 gigabyte file with 2,553 links
to Austria had been sent to the media and the Ministry of
Finance.363 The Ministry said it would check all entries, but
underlined that being on the list did not automatically mean
that anyone was guilty of tax evasion.364

Blacklisting of ‘tax havens’
The Austrian government considers the creation of an EU
list of ‘non-cooperative’ third-countries (i.e. non-EU tax
havens) as a ‘high priority’.365 However, some features of
the Austrian tax system are themselves coming under
increasing scrutiny internationally. In 2016, the Brazilian
National Revenue Agency added Austrian holding companies
to a Brazilian ‘grey list’ of ‘privileged ‘tax regimes (PTRs).
This listing only applies to holding companies without
‘substantial economic activity in Austria, judged by the
existence of qualified employees in sufficient number and
appropriate management facilities’.366

Austria also came close to receiving a disastrous rating
when the country’s anti-money laundering system was
reviewed by the Financial Action Task Force (FATF) in 2016.
According to media reports,367 a big Austrian delegation
went to the FATF meeting in Busan, South Korea, where the
assessment of Austria was being discussed, to prevent the
worst outcome – which would have been to end up on the
FATF grey list. In the end, Austria avoided the grey list.368

Political proposals
In June 2017, the conservative Finance Minister, Hans Jörg
Schelling, presented the ‘Schelling’s plan to eliminate
opportunities for tax avoidance and evasion’, which among
other things proposes stronger measures to prevent
tax avoidance caused by digitisation (by having virtual
corporations); a common EU model for tax treaties with lowtax jurisdictions; and a common corporate tax base in the EU
to ‘ensure a more transparent tax competition between
member states’.369
Schelling’s conservative People’s Party wants to lower taxes
and other costs to business by maximum €12.7 billion per
year. The party’s election programme suggested it would
allow more flexible depreciations and reduce corporate
income taxes – retained business profits would not be
taxed any more. The programme estimates the costs to be
€1 billion,370 partly financed by counter measures against
tax evasion (estimated to generate €0.8 billion), as the
Conservatives want to ‘close tax evasion routes and fight tax
fraud’ by multinationals by introducing digital permanent
establishments, prohibiting ‘dubious transfers’ to ‘tax
havens’, and offering better protection for whistleblowers.
They also want to fight fraud with value added tax (VAT),
criticising the EU common VAT system as being vulnerable
to carousel fraud.371
The Social Democrats - who were, together with the People’s
Party, part of the coalition government until parliamentary
elections in October 2017 – proposed an ‘anti-profit shifting
law’ (Gewinnverschiebungs-Bekämpfungsgesetz).372 Their
election programme foresaw amongst other things, public
country by country reporting; providing protection for all
whistleblowing employees; stronger penalties for corporate
tax dodging; and new measures against corporations
that use letterbox companies in tax havens.373 Chancellor
Christian Kern mentioned tax as one of his seven priority
areas and called for tax justice, common rules against
tax competition (meaning measures against tax havens and
against tax incentives for big corporations), and a common
EU tax base with a minimum tax rate. He has also underlined
that he considers corporate tax avoidance an abuse of
European solidarity.374
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The economic programme of the nationalist Freedom Party,
which is likely to be part of the next Austrian coalition
government, is very close to the programme of its possible
coalition partner, the Conservatives. They also want to
reduce taxes and other costs by €12 billion per year, saying
businesses should be supported by lower taxes on profits and
more flexible depreciations. As with the Conservatives, the
Freedom Party is against wealth and inheritance taxes.375

EU Common consolidated corporate tax base (CCCTB)
In 2012, after the European Commission had first proposed a
CCCTB, Austria was very sceptical and doubted that it would
simplify administrative processes.376 In 2017, however, the
Austrian Finance Minister, Hans Jörg Schelling, expressed
support for a ‘common corporate tax base’,377 although it is
unclear whether this also includes support for consolidation.
In January 2017, the Austrian Federal Council (the chamber
of the nine federal provinces) drew attention to some
problematic areas of the European Commission’s proposal
for a CCCTB. Among other things, they criticised that the
‘envisaged tax privileges’ (e.g. for research and development
expenses) would lower tax revenues and be undesirable and
difficult to explain to the population, as citizens expect CCCTB
to generate higher tax revenues and/or impose higher taxes
on multinational corporations. Moreover,
they highlighted the risk of a high administrative burden
as a result of the EU running one system for internal
transactions (i.e. the CCCTB), and another for international
transactions. Finally, they argued that ‘a minimum tax rate
should be established as a matter of urgency, to avoid further
intensifying tax competition within [the] EU’.378
Already in December 2016, Schelling told members of the EU
sub-committee of the Austrian parliament that he had tried
to raise the issue of minimum tax rates in the EU, but that his
arguments were ‘crushed’ by other member states.379

Tax and development
The Austrian government states that it provides bilateral
tax capacity building assistance to Macedonia without
conditionalities.380 The Austrian government does not have
a strategy that specifically links tax issues with policy
coherence for development,381 and is not planning to
conduct any impact assessments to measure the effects of
its tax policies on developing countries.382
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Transparency
Public country by country reporting (CBCR)
The conservative Austrian Finance Minister Schelling
repeatedly spoke out against public country by country
reporting and cited ‘taxpayer confidentiality’ as a key
reason for his opposition.383 However, the Social Democrats
have spoken out in favour of public country by country
reporting.384

Ownership transparency
Austria has implemented the EU’s 4th Anti-Money
Laundering Directive (AMLD) in two steps. In December
2016, a new anti-money laundering law for the financial
sector was created (Finanzmarkt-Geldwäschegesetz).385
In July 2017, this was supplemented with, among other
things, a beneficial ownership register law (Wirtschaftliche
Eigentümer Registergesetz), in which Austria has committed
itself to setting up a beneficial ownership register.386
This law will come into force on 15 January 2018, but the
register will not be public. Access to the register will be
completely open only to designated people who need access
because of their anti-money laundering duties within the
framework of customer due diligence, i.e. banks, attorneys,
notaries, business consultants, estate agents, insurance
brokers, members of the gambling and betting industry, tax
consultants, accountants, etc.387
For other people, the register will be less accessible.
Upon written request, individuals and organisations can
get access if they can demonstrate a ‘legitimate interest’
in connection with the prevention of money laundering
and terrorist financing. ‘Legitimate interest’ means that
prevention of money laundering or terrorist financing
must be laid down in the organisation’s mission statement
or statutes, or that he/she can already prove ‘successful
activities’ in that area. Additionally, the person has to prove
how access to the register can contribute to preventing
money laundering or terrorist financing.388
The register will contain data on any person who ultimately
owns (25 per cent or more) or controls (as a senior
manager or board member) entities such as limited liability
companies, partnerships, private foundations and (foreign)
trusts managed in Austria. The law’s commentary389
explains that trusts of the (widely used) Treuhand kind,
which is sufficiently similar in its functioning and structure
to ordinary trusts, will fall under the scope of the law.390 This
is a welcome step forward, since Treuhands have previously
raised concerns. For example, in its 2016 evaluation of
Austria, FATF highlighted that: ‘measures to prevent the
misuse of Treuhand arrangements are limited’.391

Austria

There will be penalties of up to €200,000 for not registering
beneficial owners, a penalty of €10,000 for unauthorised
access, and of €30,000 for transferring confidential data
to third parties.392 The register has been developed with
Statistics Austria, and will be operated as a supplement
to their Business Service Portal.393 The register cannot be
accessed cost-free, and the user fee has yet to be decided.394

Automatic exchange of information –
a loophole for Austrians
In response to international developments, Austria has
implemented automatic exchange of financial account
information.395 However, due to a loophole in the automatic
exchange agreement between Austria and Liechtenstein,
Austrian residents will still be able to hold certain types of
assets secretly in Liechtenstein.396

Taxation
Tax treaties
In total, Austria has 42 tax treaties with developing countries,
which is just above average (41.77) among the countries
covered by this report.397 The average reduction of developing
country tax rates within those398 treaties – 3.9 percentage
points – is also above the average (3.39 percentage points)
among the countries covered in this report.399
Austria re-negotiated a double taxation agreement with
India, ratified in May 2017, which now allows for automatic
exchange of information and mutual administrative
assistance. Since 2015, Austria has also been in tax treaty
negotiations with Kosovo.400
In general, according to the Ministry of Finance, Austria’s
double tax treaties are ‘largely’ oriented by the OECD Model
Tax Treaty.401

International commitments
Although Austria has participated in the OECD BEPS
negotiations, Austria has in the end chosen to make a lot of
reservations when signing the BEPS Convention. Out of the
11 articles that civil society organisations have called on
governments to adopt, Austria has made reservations
(opted out) of seven (see table 7 in chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax
sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’). At the same
time, Austria has opted in to the articles that civil society
organisations have warned against, including secret binding
arbitration (see chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku – the OECD’s
BEPS Convention’, including table 8).

Tax practices
ABA – Invest in Austria, the national investment promotion
company – promotes Austria on its website for its tax
advantages, especially for holding structures. It refers to
Austria as an ‘outstanding holding location’. For example,
ABA highlights that profits from foreign subsidiaries can
be pooled tax-free in an Austrian holding company; profits
from the disposal of foreign subsidiaries are tax-free; losses
of foreign subsidiaries can be offset against the domestic
profits of the holding company (group taxation); interest
expenses on borrowings used to acquire third-party equity
interests are tax deductible, and dividends and capital gains
from foreign subsidiaries are, for the most part, tax free.402
Austria also allows corporations to consolidate foreign
losses with domestic profits for tax purposes.403
According to the OECD, special purpose entities account
for 25 per cent or more of inward foreign direct investments
in Austria.404

Tax rate
The Ministry of Finance has been keeping an eye on possible
new tax breaks in the wake of Brexit and the plans of other
EU countries to lower their corporate taxes.405 The Ministry
has already calculated the impact of a decrease in corporate
income tax from 25 to 20 per cent, estimating the cost to be
€1.5 billion per year.406 According to the Ministry, this loss
would only be compensated by an economic stimulus of
€300 million, leaving net costs of €1.2 billion.407 A precedent
came in 2005, when the corporate income tax rate was
reduced from 34 to 25 per cent, prompting many German
companies to return to Austria. Back then, after some
irritation with Austria, Germany also lowered its corporate
income tax rate.408
However, the People’s Party as well as the Freedom Party
– who might form the next coalition government – have
announced that they are more in favour of tax incentives
(for example, no taxation of retained profits) than in a cut in
headline tax rates.409
Austria regularly calculates the costs of tax incentives
(as indirect subsidies). For example, in 2015 it calculated
foregone annual tax revenues caused by group taxation to
be €250 million. However, the indirect costs for some tax
exemptions are not calculated, such as tax-free profits from
‘international intercorporate stock holdings’ (internationale
Schachtelbeteiligungen).410
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Tax rulings
Austria has a formal procedure for obtaining unilateral
advance pricing agreements (APAS) (see also chapter 4.4
on 'Sweetheart deals') since 2011.411 Taxpayers can ask
for binding APAs regarding certain issues in taxation such
as transfer pricing, but also for corporate restructurings
or for group taxation. Bilateral APAs are possible in cases
where a tax treaty provides for the procedure. A procedural
document on APAs, released in December 2014, concerns
APA applications submitted by multinational corporations,
containing specific criteria to prevent aggressive tax planning.
The Ministry of Finance also considers the economic
substance of the company’s activities performed in Austria,
liaising with other jurisdictions when necessary. PwC
comments that although the ‘document represents rather a
formalisation of the existing APA practice, it also reduces the
room for potential negotiation with the tax authorities during the
application process that might have been the case in the past.’412
In answering a written parliamentary question, the Ministry
of Finance has given details on the APAs provided between
2011 and 2014. For 2014, 26 rulings have been issued, of
which 13 were for restructurings, two for group taxation and
11 concerned transfer pricing.413 The fee charged for issuing
APAs varies with the size of the corporation,414 and data
provided shows that most APAs have been issued to large
corporations: between 2011 and 2015, the maximum fee of
€20,000 has been paid for 68 APAs (out of a total of 137).415
Austria’s APAs are not included in the official statistics
of the European Commission because, according to the
Commission, the data has not been made available to them.416

Global solutions
The government says it is ‘doubtful about the added value
of an intergovernmental body on tax cooperation under the
auspices of the UN’. Instead, it ‘believes that the existing
panels in the EU and OECD are suitable for holding a dialogue
with partner states in the topic area’. Furthermore, Austria
believes that it is crucial to develop capacities of those actors
in partner countries who are – in their respective field –
drivers of change (governmental offices, non-governmental
organisations, e.g. local chapters of Transparency
International, national auditing authorities or universities).417

Conclusion
Austria has taken a cautious approach to international
tax reforms, trying to rely mainly on its domestic tax laws
and anti-abuse measures. What is also striking is the
government’s reluctance to allow greater transparency,
being against both public country by country reporting,
and public registers of beneficial owners. Although Austria
has partly given up its strict banking secrecy, it seems the
country is still hesitant towards transparency.
The Austrian tax treaty network is an issue of concern. Both
the total number of tax treaties with developing countries,
as well as the average reduction in developing country
tax rates, are above average. Thus, one can assume that
the Austrian treaty network has a negative impact on its
developing country partners. Unfortunately, Austria has no
plans to conduct an analysis of these impacts.
Another issue of concern is Austrian holding companies,
which have caused the country to be grey-listed by Brazil.
The possible tax cuts, especially for corporates, that are
envisaged by a possible coalition between the Conservatives
and the Freedom Party might further tax competition within
the EU and globally.
Finally, it is problematic that the Austrian government does
not support the establishment of an intergovernmental UN
tax body, which would give developing countries a truly
equal say in global decision-making on tax matters.
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Belgium

"Lowering the corporate tax rate
is a necessity."
Johan Van Overtveldt
Belgian Finance Minister418

Overview
In 2017, the Belgian authorities continued investigating the
information revealed in the Panama Papers scandal. Shortly
after the scandal broke, Belgian Finance Minister Johan
Van Overtveldt announced a package of eight measures
to address tax fraud,419 and instructed the Special Tax
Inspectorate of the Ministry of Finance to investigate 732
Belgian nationals and residents mentioned in the leaked
documents.420 By March 2017, nearly a year after the Panama
Papers were leaked, the Special Tax Inspectorate had
managed to reclaim just €175,000 from individuals implicated
in wrongdoing in the scandal. The reasons for such a low
result were explained as a lack of cooperation by implicated
taxpayers, and a lack of automatic exchange of information
between Belgium and well-known tax havens.421 However, in
August 2017, following a number of successful investigations,
the taxes reclaimed mounted signficantly to €8 million.422
However, at the same time, Belgium is a very active player
in the international race to the bottom on corporate taxation.
In July 2017, the Belgian government committed itself to
reducing the corporate income tax rate for large companies
from 33 per cent in 2017 to 29 per cent in 2018, and 25 per
cent by 2020.423 To compensate for lowering the corporate
tax rate, the Belgian government is planning to introduce
limitations on a number of existing tax deductions and
exemption regimes, including the ‘notional interest deduction
regime’ – a tax incentive that has raised concerns about
possibilities for corporate tax avoidance.424 The government
has also extended its portfolio of tax incentives by opening up
its patent box regime to cover more types of assets.425
Meanwhile, Belgian citizens are increasingly sceptical of the
tax treatment of multinationals. In October 2016, for example,
a poll by the newspaper Le Soir and RTL revealed that 70
per cent of Belgians were against giving tax incentives to
multinational corporations that move to Belgium. Over 70 per
cent of respondents also answered yes to the question ‘Are
politicians powerless against large multinationals?’.426

EU Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)
At the EU level, the Belgian government has at times
received attention for being sceptical towards tax reforms,
such as during the 2016 negotiation on the Anti-Tax
Avoidance Directive.427 However, Finance Minister Van
Overtveldt has indicated that he supports the aims of the
European Commission’s proposal to introduce a Common
Consolidated Corporate Tax Base at the EU level, arguing
that it would make national corporate tax systems more
resilient to the aggressive tax planning activities of
multinationals. He also said that an important feature of
the European Commission’s proposal is the capacity for
member states to set their own corporate tax rates, and has
underlined that this flexibility is key for smaller economies
such as Belgium.428

Tax and development
In 2016, Belgium committed €3 million to the International
Monetary Fund’s (IMF) Revenue Mobilization Trust Fund to
increase developing countries’ tax capacity.429 This followed
a commitment made in 2015, as part of the Addis Tax
Initiative (ATI), to increase support for domestic resource
mobilisation and taxation in developing countries.430 As a
member of the ATI, Belgium has also committed to ensuring
policy coherence for development on the issue of taxation.
On 31 October 2017, the Commission into the Panama
Papers published its final conclusions, which included a
recommendation to carry out an impact assessment of
Belgium’s tax treaties, to identify any potential negative
impacts on developing countries.431 Such a spillover analysis
could form a good starting point for future efforts to
ensuring policy coherence for development.

Transparency
Public country by country reporting (CBCR)
On the issue of public country by country reporting at the
EU level, the official Belgian government position is not very
clear, but there are signs that Belgium is sceptical. The remit
for this legislative dossier falls with the Minister of Economy
and Employment Kris Peeters, who has not taken a public
stance on current EU negotiations. Other cabinet ministers
have, however, taken a critical stance on the new rules. For
instance, in February 2016, Finance Minister Van Overtveldt
said that he would be reluctant to adopt any anti-tax avoidance
measures going beyond the OECD BEPS framework.432
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In April 2016, following the launch of the EU legislative
proposal on public country by country reporting, Van
Overtveldt also said that any divergences between the
European Commission’s proposal and the OECD BEPS
rules would be harmful for the competiveness of European
businesses, and have a negative impact on economic
growth, jobs and Belgian public finances.433 When asked for
his opinion on the EU legislative proposal, Van Overtveldt
also stressed the need to be ‘careful about privacy issues and
other issues related to that’.434

Whistleblower protection
While there are legal protections for whistleblowers
in the public sector in Belgium, these do not extend to
workers in the private sector.435 Belgian law also precludes
tax authorities from purchasing leaked whistleblower
information about the tax activities of Belgian citizens
holding offshore bank accounts.436 However, in the wake
of the Panama Papers, the government set up a working
group in the Ministry of Finance’s Special Tax Inspectorate
to assess whether there should be a change in the law.
This group will report on the potential budgetary impacts
of purchasing and using leaked information, and assess
the need for whistleblower protection.437 According to the
Flemish newspaper De Standaard, the working group issued
its conclusions to the Ministry of Finance in June 2017. In
October 2017, in a response to a written question from an MP,
the Belgian Minister of Finance said that from a budgetary
perspective, purchasing whistleblower information would
be a defensible proposition. However, he also added that the
Belgian government has not yet made an official decision on
whether it would be appropriate to change Belgian law to
permit financial incentives for whistleblowing.438

Ownership transparency
On 18 September 2017, the Belgian government approved the
transposition of the EU’s 4th Anti-Money Laundering Directive
(AMLD) into Belgian national law.439 Under the Belgian law, an
ultimate beneficial ownership register will be established in
order to help identify true owners. The threshold for being
considered a beneficial owner of a company in Belgium has
been set at 25 per cent of the shares.440 If no beneficial owner
can be identified, then a senior managing official can be listed
as the beneficial owner instead.441
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Belgian law also foresees the requirement to register the
beneficial owners of trusts and other similar legal entities
in Belgium. However, a final decision on the exact legal
structures and trusts that will be covered by the register
will be specified in a Royal Decree.442 The register will be
managed by a department in the Ministry of Finance, but a
final decision on what information will need to be registered,
who will be able to access it, and whether any fees will be
charged, will only be defined in a Royal Decree following input
from the Belgian Commission for the Protection of Privacy.443
The Belgian government has not taken an official stance
concerning efforts at the EU level to make beneficial
ownership registers fully publicly accessible. However, in
April 2016, the Belgian Chamber of Representatives set up
a special Commission to investigate the Panama Papers
and international tax fraud.444 In its final conclusions, the
Commission into the Panama Papers recommended that
access to beneficial ownership registers should only be
available to citizens with a ‘legitimate interest’.445

Taxation
Tax treaties
Belgium currently has 50 tax treaties with developing
countries, which is considerably above the average
number (41.77 treaties) among the countries covered in
this report.446 But while Belgium has a large number of
treaties with developing countries, the average reduction of
developing country taxing rates introduced through those
treaties – 2.4 percentage points – is not excessively high
compared to the average – 3.39 percentage points – among
the countries covered by this report.447
Furthermore, following a full assessment of the content
of the treaties, seven of the Belgian tax treaties with
developing countries were ranked by ActionAid as being
‘very restrictive’ treaties, which give particular cause for
concern due to the strong restrictions they impose on the
taxing rights of developing countries (see also table 5 in
chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties’).448 In general, Belgium
adheres to the OECD model treaty when negotiating with
partner countries.449

Belgium

In February 2016, a report by Belgian civil society
organisation 11.11.11 assessed the economic and fiscal
effects of Belgian tax treaties on developing countries, with
a focus on 28 treaties that include reduced withholding
tax rates on income from dividends and interest. The
report’s conservative estimate puts the fiscal cost to these
developing countries at €35 million in 2012.450 The report
sparked a debate in the Belgian parliament, including a
series of hearings with representatives from the European
Commission, the OECD, academia, the private sector and
civil society.451 A resolution was then tabled by members
of parliament asking the Belgian government to conduct an
independent assessment of existing tax treaties, especially
with developing countries, and to refrain from signing tax
treaties with tax havens.452 Finance Minister Van Overtveldt
rejected carrying out an assessment, but said that Belgium
takes the ‘special circumstances of partner countries including
developing countries’ into account when negotiating tax
treaties, and is willing to ‘respond to a country’s request
to revise a certain treaty’, but that it would not consider
conducting an impact assessment.453

International commitments
In June 2017, Belgium signed up to the OECD’s BEPS
Convention.454 Compared to other countries covered by
this report, Belgium submitted relatively few reservations
to the Convention. Out of the 11 articles that civil society
organisations have called on governments to adopt, Belgium
has opted out of four (see table 7 in chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax
sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’). However, at the same
time, Belgium has opted in to both of the articles that civil
society organisations have warned against, including article
18 on secret binding arbitration (see chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax
sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’, including table 8).

Tax rates and practices
In July 2017, the Belgian government announced changes
to the corporate tax rates for both small- and mediumsized enterprises (SMEs) and large companies. For SMEs,
the rate will decrease to 20 per cent by 2018.455 For larger
corporations, the rate will decrease from 33 per cent to 29
per cent by 2018, and to 25 per cent by 2020.456 The Belgian
government maintains that the impact of these tax reductions
will be revenue neutral, and will be compensated for by
the closure of certain tax deductions, or by reducing the
attractiveness of certain deductions. However, tax experts
disagree with the government’s assessment, arguing that a
large number of tax deductions would need to be removed or
reduced in order to compensate for the lower tax rate.457

To compensate for reducing the corporate income tax rate,
the government also plans to introduce a new measure
in its budget that will limit the use of tax deductions that
companies have excessively used to reduce their effective
tax rate. Under the new rules, companies will only be
allowed to deduct up to 70 per cent of their taxable income
above €1 million, though research and development
incentives are exempted from this rule.458 However, the
government has not yet released detailed information on
how the rules will work in practice.

Patent box
In February 2017, the Belgian government enacted a new
patent box incentive regime.459 This replaced an earlier
scheme that was abolished in July 2016 when it was found
to be incompatible with the new OECD BEPS rules.460
In line with the OECD guidelines, however, a so-called
grandfathering clause ensures that companies will be able
to benefit from the old patent box rules until 2021.
Under the new patent box rules, Belgian companies will
receive a more generous tax deduction for their qualifying
intellectual property assets. Under the previous regime,
companies could deduct 80 per cent of their qualifying
intellectual property income, resulting in an effective
corporate rate of 6.8 per cent. Under the new rules,
companies can deduct 85 per cent of the net income they
derive from qualifying intellectual property assets, resulting
in an effective tax rate of 5.1 per cent.461 The new regime is
also significantly more generous as it extends the types of
assets that will be covered, whereas the previous patent box
only covered patents.462
The Belgian High Council of Finance, an expert body that
advises the finance and budget ministers, has said that
aligning the Belgian patent box with the OECD BEPS rules
should only be a short-term solution, and that further
reflection is required on whether to maintain the patent
box in law.463 In particular, the High Council of Finance
argues that the new rules will result in a considerable
compliance burden for firms that will be required to track
and trace their research and development activities, and
an administrative burden for tax authorities that will be
required to verify this information. Other fiscal incentives,
such as a tax credit for investments in research and
development activities, could be more effective than a
patent box, according to the expert body.464
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Notional interest deduction (NID)
Since 2006, the Belgian government has operated a socalled ‘notional interest deduction’ regime, which awards tax
incentives to corporations funded by equity. The rationale
behind the NID regime is to eliminate the tax discrimination
that exists between debt financing and equity financing.
Corporations are allowed to deduct interest expenses related
to loan financing from their taxable base, but no similar
deduction exists for equity financing, resulting in a bias
towards loans as a means of financing investments. While this
bias could have been corrected by removing tax incentives
related to loans, the Belgian government has instead opted to
introduce tax incentives for equity too. However, since there
are no interest expenses for equity, the Belgian system allows
corporations to deduct from their taxable income a fictious
interest expense calculated on the basis of their shareholders’
equity. The interest rate for this imaginary expense is based
on the average cost of government borrowing over a 10-year
period, and is capped at a maximum of three per cent.465
Since the NID regime was introduced in 2006, it has attracted
a great deal of criticism. The regime is controversial because
there are concerns that the mechanism has been abused
by multinational corporations for aggressive tax planning.
For instance, a recent report by the Greens in the European
Parliament lists the NID regime as one way in which the
German chemical company BASF was allegedly able to avoid
paying taxes on its corporate income.466
Several years of international pressure finally pushed
Belgium to announce reforms to the NID regime. In 2017, the
government announced that it would limit the amount firms
can deduct from their taxable income under the NID. From
2018, the deduction granted will be based on the incremental
equity increase of the past five years, rather than the amount
of qualifying equity of the company.467 Althouth this is a
welcome reform, it remains unclear whether the new rules
will also include effective anti-abuse measures, which are
necessary in order to ensure the regime is not abused for
tax planning purposes. Furthermore, the reform has not
addressed the fundamental question of whether this kind of
public subsidy in the form of tax incentives to multinational
corporations is really desirable.

Tax rulings
Belgium offers unilateral, bilateral and multilateral advance
pricing agreements (APAs). According to data from the
European Commission, Belgium had 411 APAs in force at the
end of 2015,468 of which the vast majority – 396 APAs – were
unilateral APAs, which is the most problematic kind.469
Some advance tax rulings are published in an anonymised
form on a government website.470
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Global solutions
Belgium did not support the proposal for a global tax
body at the Financing for Development summit in Addis
Ababa in July 2015.471 There has been no indication that
the government has changed its position on this issue.
Appearing before the Belgian Chamber of Representatives
in April 2016, Finance Minister Van Overtveldt said that tax
avoidance can best be fought within the framework of the
OECD BEPS Action Plan, and that Belgium should not go
beyond the minimum standards set out in BEPS.472

Conclusion
Belgium’s position on issues of transparency has previously
been unclear, but there are a growing indications that
the country is taking a sceptical approach. For example,
while Belgium decided to introduce a register of beneficial
owners, there are as yet no signs that this register will be
open to the public. On the issue of public country by country
reporting, although the government’s official position is
still unclear, the Belgian Finance Minister has repeatedly
expressed resistance and scepticism towards the idea.
Although Belgium’s tax treaties with developing countries on
average only introduce a moderate reduction of developing
country tax rates, Belgium has several ‘very restrictive’
treaties, which are particularly problematic due to the
strong limitations they impose on the taxing rights of
developing countries.
As regards corporate taxation, the Belgian approach
also continues to be an issue of concern. Despite a
recent reform, there are clear risks that the Belgian
‘notional interest deduction’ can be used by multinational
corporations to avoid taxation. The same is the case for the
Belgian patent box, the scope of which was expanded during
the recent reform. Belgium also has a very high number of
unilateral advance pricing agreements with multinational
corporations. Furthermore, it is highly concerning that
Belgium has become very active in the international race to
the bottom by introducing quite dramatic reductions to the
corporate tax rate.
Lastly, it is problematic that the government does not
support the establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax
body, which would give developing countries a truly equal
say in global decision-making on tax matters.

Czech Republic

"None of the EU countries can now be
labelled as a tax haven because they all
report to the general standards agreed by
the OECD and the EU."
Milena Hrdinkova
Director of Minister´s Office Department
at the Ministry of Finance473

Overview
In the Czech Republic, there has been limited public discussion
on international tax avoidance and evasion, although the
Azerbaijani Laundromat scandal generated considerable
attention.474 The Czech Republic also figured prominently in
the so-called ‘Russian Laundromat’ scandal, which broke
earlier in 2017. In total, the Organized Crime and Corruption
Reporting Project (OCCRP), which exposed the scandal,
estimated that over €32 million (or CZK 820 million) laundered
money from Russia ended up in the Czech Republic.475

EU Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)
In January 2017, Andrej Babiš, then the Minister of
Finance, now Prime Minister-designate leader of the (Akce
nespokojených občanů) ANO party, described the EU CCCTB
proposal as interfering with the sovereignty of member
states.481 This followed an earlier report by the Czech
parliament’s Committee on European Affairs in December
2016, which also took a negative view of the European
Commission’s CCCTB proposal.482 By contrast, former
Prime Minister Bohuslav Sobotka (of the Social Democrats)
considered the EU proposal a potentially good tool against
tax avoidance, and asked the Minister of Finance to prepare
an impact assessment of the proposal on the Czech
economy and state budget.483
Based on this assessment, the former government
announced changes in its position and signalled that it was
ready to discuss the proposal.484 The Ministry of Finance has
stated that there are some issues that could be problematic
and should be discussed further. For instance, there is a
concern that the chosen formula could create space for
new forms of tax avoidance.485 The EU proposals were also
supported by the Senate (upper chamber) in March 2017.486

Almost all political parties in the Chamber of Deputies included
tax dodging and transparency in their manifestos in the lead
up to elections in October 2017.476 Most political parties also
acknowledge that the problem of tax dodging can be solved
only through international cooperation, and are showing an
increased willingness to discuss EU policy proposals.

The future for the CCCTB in the Czech Republic is unclear,
and very much depends on the composition of the new
government. A more eurosceptic cabinet would probably
mean less enthusiasm for the harmonisation of tax rules.

According to the Ministry of Finance, tax incentives provide
for an ‘additional administrative burden, space for tax avoidance
and for aggressive tax planning’, as well as a reduction in
the size of the tax base.477 The Ministry is working on a new
Income Act that should significantly reduce the research and
development super-deduction, which currently provides a
100 per cent tax deduction on such expenses.478 On the other
hand, the Ministry does not consider a new type of measure to
link tax deductions to equity finance (‘Allowance for Growth
and Investment’ (AGI)) as a tax incentive, but rather as an
instrument to prevent double economic taxation. However, the
Ministry acknowledges that ‘it has negative impact on tax
neutrality’, by which they mean that AGI could have different
impacts on different types of taxpayers (companies).479
The final position of the Ministry will depend on the final
parameters of the proposal.480

In 2007, the Ministry of Finance launched a technical
cooperation project in order to promote cooperation between
the Czech Republic and other countries on financial and
economic matters, including with a number of developing
countries such as Sudan, Thailand, Vietnam and Kenya.487 The
Ministry of Finance’s priorities for 2017 to 2019 are, among
other issues, to enhance technical cooperation in the areas of
tax and customs, money laundering, and terrorism financing
counter measures with partner countries.488

Tax and development

The new Czech development cooperation strategy was
approved in August 2017. Policy coherence for development
is mentioned as one of the guiding principles within the
strategy, but without an explicit link to the tax agenda.
Economic transformation and growth is mentioned among
the key goals and priorities of Czech official development
assistance. However, this is again without any mention of
tax revenues in relation to financing of development and/or
domestic resource mobilisation.489
It is not known if the government has any plans to conduct
impact assessments to measure the effects of its tax
policies on developing countries, but information suggests
this is unlikely.
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The only reference to the tax agenda in relation to
development that can be found is in the ‘National Report
on the Implementation of the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable
Development’, which states that the Czech Republic will
‘support further progress in international cooperation in tax
matters as increasing the mobilisation of domestic resources
is crucial for developing countries’.490 The original text of this
document included direct support for the establishment of
an intergovernmental tax body, but this was subsequently
cut at the ministerial level.491

Transparency
Public country by country reporting (CBCR)
The government has a neutral position on public country
by country reporting: ‘This means that the Czech Republic
will not block the adoption of the proposal and will be willing
to disclose the information if the member states support this
opinion in their vote.’492 However, the Czech government
supports a change in the legal base to consider the proposal
an issue of taxation rather than accounting,493 as the
European Commission has suggested. A change in legal
base would in reality mean that the European Parliament
is excluded from decision-making, and the decision will
require unanimity among EU member states.494
As explained in chapter 5.8.3 on ‘Allowing citizens to know
what multinationals pay in taxes’, this is likely to result in a
much less ambitious outcome. There is no strong political
support from the Ministry of Finance for public CBCR, and
thus its position appears to be a way of avoiding direct
disagreement with the proposal. The Ministry is also in
favour of only applying the agreement to companies with a
turnover of €750 million or more.495
In line with EU requirements, the government has already
introduced public CBCR for banks, as well as public
reporting on payments to governments for multinational
corporations engaged in extractive industries.496 The
Ministry of Finance says it does not know of any examples of
negative impacts from implementation of these measures in
the Czech Republic.497

Whistleblower protection
The government has not said anything in the past year about
the protection of whistleblowers in relation to tax. Although
the protection of whistleblowers is a government priority
included in the Anti-Corruption Action Plan for 2015-2017,498
there is no comprehensive legislation on this in the Czech
Republic.499 Nevertheless, there are two legislative proposals
currently on the table. One has been proposed by Andrej
Babiš, in his past role as Minister of Finance, as an individual
law - but it was not supported by the government. It has been
waiting to be discussed in the Chamber of Deputies for more
than a year (since April 2016).500 A second proposal to protect
whistleblowers was proposed by the Czech government
in February 2017, through an update of the Act on the Civil
Procedure Court. However, this law was not approved by the
Chamber of Deputies prior to the election, and will need to be
re-introduced after the elections.501

Ownership transparency
The Czech Republic transposed the 4th Anti-Money
Laundering Directive (AMLD) into law at the end of 2016.502
Under this law, companies as well as trusts will be required
to record their beneficial ownership information in a central
register to be managed by the Czech courts. The deadline
for establishing the beneficial ownership register is January
2018. The threshold for being considered a beneficial owner
of a company in the Czech Republic has been set at 25 per
cent of voting rights, portion of registered shares and/or
distribution of dividends.503 However, access to the beneficial
ownership register will be limited to select authorities such
as the courts, tax administration, intelligence services and
the police.504
Public access to the register is possible for those who are
deemed to have a ‘legitimate interest’. However, until the
register is established and the ‘legitimate interest’ definition
is tested in practice, it is difficult to assess how restrictive
public access to the register will be. There are nevertheless
strong concerns that the ‘legitimate interest’ test will be
interpreted in a restrictive way, and the law currently does
not specify whether journalists or civil society organisations
would fall automatically under this category.505
During ongoing EU negotiations on revisions to the 4th
AMLD, the Czech government has indicated that it is now
supportive of ensuring full public access to beneficial
ownership registers for companies and trusts.506 While the
European Commission’s proposal only requires beneficial
ownership transparency for ‘business trusts’, the Czech
government indicates that it supports extending this
obligation to ‘family’ trusts as well, arguing that it would be
difficult to distinguish between different types of trusts.507
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According to the Finance Ministry, the Czech government
also supports the European Parliament’s proposal to
require all trusts with a connection point to the EU to
register their beneficial ownership information, as well as
the European Commission’s proposal to interconnect all
national beneficial ownership registers in the EU.508 The
Czech Ministry of Finance informs that it has not yet taken a
final position on whether to support lowering the beneficial
ownership threshold from 25 per cent to 10 per cent.509

Taxation
Tax treaties
The Czech Republic plans to negotiate tax treaties with
the following countries in the next five years: Cameroon,
Kyrgyzstan, Senegal, Iraq, Algeria, Bangladesh, Tanzania,
Zambia and Kenya. It also plans to update the protocol with
Montenegro and Macedonia and to renegotiate the double
taxation treaty with Sri Lanka.510
The government says it follows its own model when
negotiating tax treaties, which is mostly based on the OECD
model. However, it also states that it is ‘open to discuss and
accept some other provisions following the UN model’.511 The
Ministry of Finance states that, when negotiating a double
taxation agreement, it receives advice from the Ministry
of Foreign Affairs and the Czech parliament.512 However,
informal discussions with several members of parliament
suggest that their involvement is normally just a formality
and that they almost never comment on the content of the
treaty.513 Consultation with non-state actors does not occur.
In total, the Czech Republic has 43 tax treaties with developing
countries, which is above the average (41.77) among the
countries covered by this report.514 The average reduction
of developing country tax rates within those treaties – 3.55
percentage points – is also above the average (3.39 percentage
points) among the countries covered in this report.515

International commitments

Tax rate and practices
The corporate income tax rate in the Czech Republic is 19
per cent,517 and most political parties have not proposed
any corporate tax reductions in their election manifestos for
the 2017 general elections.518 Several parties – for example,
ANO, Zelení (the Greens), the Communist Party and Občanská
demokratická strana (ODS) – have underlined the need to
simplify the current Income Act, including reforms in order to
limit the current tax exemptions available to businesses, and
to introduce digitalisation to the corporate tax system in order
to reduce the possibility of tax dodging.519
In 2017, PwC noted that ‘the number of tax audits focused
on transfer pricing and the amounts of the resulting tax
adjustments have skyrocketed in the Czech Republic’. PwC
links this to the fact that the Czech Republic has introduced
mandatory disclosure of transactions between subsidiaries
of multinational corporations, as well as the fact that the
tax administration now has more expertise and is using
‘field investigations’ to collect additional information.
PwC also notes that Czech tax policy has become more
oriented towards maximising tax revenue, and that this puts
corporations at ‘a disadvantage’.520 Lastly, PwC notes that
with (secret) country by country reporting on its way, as well
as the fact that transfer pricing is in the spotlight, it expects
the number of tax audits to keep increasing.521
The Czech Ministry of Finance does not measure the
effective corporate tax rate in the country. It is currently
undertaking work on new models to predict the relationship
between income from corporate taxes and the level of
the corporate tax rate.522 A 2016 study by Petr Jansky at
Charles University in Prague analysed the extent to which
international corporate tax avoidance by multinational
enterprises lowers the Czech Republic’s corporate income
tax revenue. It estimated that these losses range from CZK 6
to 57 billion (€230 million to €2.2 billion) a year – equivalent
to four to 38 per cent of current corporate income tax
revenue – with a median of CZK 15 billion (€574 million), or
10 per cent of corporate income tax revenues.523

In June 2017, the Czech Republic signed on to the OECD’s
BEPS Convention.516 However, at the same time the
government submitted a very high number of reservations
to the Convention. Out of the 11 articles that civil society
organisations have called on governments to adopt, the
Czech Republic has opted out of 10 (see table 7 in chapter
5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’). On a
positive note, the Czech Republic has also opted out of both
of the articles that civil society organisations have warned
against, including article 18 on secret binding arbitration
(see chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS
Convention’, including table 8).
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Tax rulings
Based on the Czech Income Taxes Act, corporations
can apply for an advance pricing agreement (APA) with
the Czech tax authority.524 The Czech tax law allows for
unilateral, bi- or multilateral APAs, which can remain valid
for a period of up to three years, as long as the conditions
and the related laws to the transaction in question remain
unchanged. Corporations are required to pay a fee of CZK
10,000525 (around €390) in order to apply for an APA.
According to data from the European Commission, the
Czech Republic had 47 APAs in place with multinational
corporations at the end of 2015. Of these, 46 were unilateral,
which are the most concerning type of APAs (see chapter
4.4.1 on ‘The problem with advance tax agreements’). The
number of APAs is relatively high compared to many other
European countries, and it is also interesting to notice that
the number increased rapidly from 2014 to 2015 (from 34
to 47).526 During informal discussions, government officials
explained the increase in terms of the need to report the
APAs to the EU, as well as the fact that tax rulings can be
issued by a regional tax authority in the Czech Republic. It
seems that APAs were not properly documented until the
need for automatic exchange of APAs with other countries
was introduced.

Global solutions
The Czech government does not support the establishment
of an intergovernmental body on tax. While the Ministry of
Finance is opposed to moving the international tax agenda
from the OECD, there could be more space to discuss this
issue in the framework of the SDGs, and more concretely
the Czech Implementation Strategy 2030. The national
report on the implementation of the United Nation’s 2030
Agenda included an assurance that the Czech Republic will
‘support further progress in international cooperation in tax
matters as increasing the mobilisation of domestic resources is
crucial for developing countries’.527

Conclusion
The Czech Republic remains ambiguous about tackling tax
dodging at both the national and international level. On the
one hand, the last year has seen some positive changes in
government positions on the transparency of beneficial owner
registries, and a willingness to discuss the issue of public
country by country reporting. On the other hand, it remains
unclear whether these will translate into concrete action.
It is clear that the Czech Republic’s own register of beneficial
owners will not be made public, and it might be very difficult
to access the information in the register. It is also clear that
the government’s support for considering public country by
country reporting as a tax issue at the EU level might lead
to a less ambitious outcome of the ongoing EU negotiations.
However, at the same time the government has indicated a
willingness to be flexible on the issue.
Czech tax treaties with developing countries is an issue
of concern, because both the number of treaties, and the
average reduction of developing country tax rates within
those treaties, are above average.
On harmful tax practices, the number of unilateral APAs
with multinational corporations stands out as an issue of
concern. On a positive note, the Czech Republic does not
have any of the most notorious harmful tax practices, such
as a patent box, and the idea of abolishing some of the
country’s tax incentives seems to be gaining popularity
among decision-makers.
Although the Czech Republic highlights the importance of
international tax cooperation, it has not yet been willing to
support the establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax
body, which could give developing countries a truly equal
say in global decision-making on tax matters.

78 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

Denmark

"Why, honourable Ministers Karsten
Lauritzen, Brian Mikkelsen and
Søren Pape Poulsen, don’t you speak
up next time you meet with the
European Council of Ministers and
demand concrete action against money
laundering and tax dodging?"
Jeppe Kofod
Member of the European Parliament, Social
Democrat and Rapporteur, European Parliament
Special Committee on Tax Rulings and Other Measures
Similar in Nature or Effect (TAXE 2)528

Overview
Over the past few years, there has been a broad public outcry
about tax havens and the issue of fair taxation in Danish
politics, attracting considerable media coverage as well as
broad political support of the need for action. Concurrently,
there is a big gap between how the Danish government views
itself on tax issues, and how the country is regarded by
opposition politicians and civil society organisations that
criticise Denmark for not walking the talk in international fora
or pushing reforms at the European Council.529
The revelations of the Russian Laundromat scandal in
March 2017530 prompted a particularly strong response in
Denmark. Danske Bank – the biggest bank in Denmark –
was closely implicated in the scandal,531 and the largest
bank in Scandinavia – Nordea Bank – was also closely
linked to the money laundering allegations.532 In response,
a representative from Danske Bank admitted that the bank
had not ‘secured enough control’ and not ‘been good enough
at monitoring suspicious transactions’, but underlined
that new procedures had since been introduced.533 A
representative from Nordea declined to comment on
specific transactions, but highlighted that the bank had
later on launched a comprehensive programme to improve
compliance in relation to financial crime.534
In September, a new money laundering scandal unfolded,
again with Danske Bank playing a central role.535 It was
alleged that the bank’s branch office in Estonia served
as gateway into the European financial system, allowing
corrupt Azerbaijani officials to launder no less than DKK 18
billion (€2.4 billion) from 2012 to 2014. Danske Bank was
heavily criticised536 and responded by admitting it had made
mistakes in the past.537

The ‘football leaks’ scandal, which revealed several
allegations regarding how well-known football stars
were engaged in tax avoidance activities through offshore
companies, was also heavily covered in Denmark, giving rise
to numerous articles in the national media.538
Recent research has estimated that the wealthiest 320
families in Denmark are holding DKK 60 billion (€8 billion)
offshore. The researchers estimate that this is equal to
about 25 per cent of the families’ total wealth.539
There is also continued public discontent with the Danish
tax authorities over billions of Danish kroner of uncollected
tax arrears.540 In 2016, it was revealed that the Danish tax
authority Skat had failed to act on numerous warnings that
foreign companies were abusing Danish tax rules and forging
documents in order to fraudulently apply for dividend tax
refunds.541 The abuse is estimated to have cost the Danish tax
authority over DKK 12 billion (more than €1.5 billion).542
In 2017, all parties in the Danish parliament agreed to
increase the budget for those tax authority units fighting
international tax evasion and money laundering.543 The
government is also considering new rules regarding the
roles and responsibilities of accountants when advising
companies on tax matters.544

EU Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)
Minister of Finance Kristian Jensen has expressed
support for some of the elements included in the proposal
to introduce a CCCTB in the EU, but has noted that
implementation will be difficult in practice. Jensen has also
said that, if the corporate tax base is not made broader than
the current proposal suggests, Denmark will not support it
since this could result in big tax revenue losses, and that the
most effective corporate tax system is with a broad base
and low rate.545 A parliamentary majority opposes the EU
proposal on the CCCTB, mainly on the grounds that it could
imply costs for Denmark in terms of reduced tax revenues,
and that taxation is an issue of national competence, which
should be addressed through national legislation.546

Tax and development
Denmark is part of the Addis Tax Initiative (ATI), in which
donors have committed to doubling their support for
domestic resource mobilisation and taxation in developing
countries by 2020.547 In 2015, Denmark’s gross disbursement
for domestic resource mobilisation was US$7.12 million (€6
million).548 Denmark has included a separate paragraph on
'Mobilisation of the developing countries’ own national
resources - tax' in the 2017 Danish strategy for development
cooperation and humanitarian aid.549
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Through the Addis Tax Initiative, Denmark has also committed
to ensuring policy coherence for development on the issue
of taxation.550 However, the 2017 Danish development
strategy does not mention policy coherence between tax and
development, only broader issues of coherence, for instance
between migration and development.551
In its ATI monitoring report, Denmark states that it will
assess policy coherence for development by reporting on
the global indicator related to Sustainable Development
Goal 17.14 (which calls for enhancing policy coherence for
sustainable development), and by following the EU’s reporting
on related indicators via the EU focal point for the policy
coherence for development network.552 Denmark has set
aside DKK 35 million (€4.7 million) to strengthen collaboration
between the areas of development and taxation.553
However, the most solid basis for a policy coherence
for development policy would be a national tax spillover
analysis to identify potential negative impacts of both
existing and future Danish tax policies on developing
countries. This seems very important – especially in the
context of Denmark’s treaty network – since several of the
treaties impose strong restrictions on the taxing rights
of developing countries.554 But the Ministry of Taxation
has previously stated that it has no plans to undertake a
spillover analysis of the impact of Danish tax treaties on
developing countries555 and such suggestions, by political
parties in parliament and by civil society organisations, have
repeatedly been rejected by the Danish government.556

Transparency
Public country by country reporting (CBCR)
The Danish government supports the European
Commission’s proposal for public country by country
reporting.557 However, as explained in chapter 5.8.3 on
‘Allowing citizens to know what multinationals pay in taxes’,
the Commission’s proposal would only allow citizens to
access information about the activities of multinational
corporations in some countries, but not in others.
Therefore, under this proposal, it would still be possible
for multinationals to hide profits in tax havens that are not
among those countries multinationals report on.The Danish
government does not support requiring corporations to
report on their operations on a disaggregated basis for all
countries.558
Denmark also opposes extending this public country by
country reporting requirement to large multinationals with a
turnover below €750 million.559
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Like most other EU member states, and in line with EU legal
requirements, Denmark has introduced public CBCR for the
financial sector,560 and non-public CBCR for multinational
corporations based in Denmark that have a turnover of at
least €750 million.561

Whistleblower protection
A Danish law made it mandatory from September 2014
for companies in the financial sector to implement a
whistleblower policy.562 Since then, political interest has
focused only on whistleblower protection for the public
sector, and not on private sector employees. Following a
two-year investigation, a special committee concluded that
there is no need for new legislation563 – an assessment that
has been supported by the Danish government.564

Ownership transparency
In May 2017, a new Danish law565 introducing public registers
of beneficial owners entered into force.566 In line with the
EU’s 4th Anti-Money Laundering Directive (AMLD), the
law requires legal entities such as companies, trust and
foundations to register their beneficial owners. The deadline
for registering is 1 December 2017.567
The register of beneficial owners will be fully publicly
accessible and free.568 However, on 4 October 2017, an
amendment bill was introduced in parliament that suggests
that any person can choose to have his or her address
concealed in the register.569 Without the exact address, it
will be more difficult to identify or differentiate between
beneficial owners on the Danish public register.
In connection with the implementation of 4th AMLD the
Danish government expressed concerns about the potential
burden placed on businesses and emphasised that there
should be a cost-benefit balance between the burdens and
the expected benefits.570
In Denmark, 25 per cent of shareholding is set as an
indication threshold of beneficial ownership,571 but it does
not define it. This means that an owner with less than 25
per cent of a shareholding can be registered as a beneficial
owner, if the definition of beneficial ownership applies to
them.572 The law specifies a beneficial owner as a ‘natural
person who ultimately owns or controls, whether directly or
indirectly, a sufficient part of the equity, interests, or voting
rights, or who exercises control via other means’.573
This definition is more difficult to circumvent than a strict
percentage limit, and is thus a positive step. However, the
law allows for the board of managers to be recognised as the
beneficial owners in situations where the company has no real
beneficial owner, or where the owner cannot be identified.574

Denmark

Denmark also has an online register for shareholders, which
covers ownership above a five per cent threshold. Anyone
can access shareholders’ full names and addresses.575
In May 2017, all political parties in parliament agreed that
Denmark should support a pilot project aimed at introducing
a global register of beneficial owners. It is however not
specified whether such a register would be public.576

Taxation
Tax treaties
In total, Denmark has 35 tax treaties with developing
countries, which is just below the average (41.77) among the
countries covered by this report.577 The average reduction
of developing country tax rates within those treaties –
3.34 percentage points – is just below the average (3.39
percentage points) among the countries covered in this
report.578 Furthermore, following a full assessment of the
content of the treaties, five of Denmark’s tax treaties with
developing countries were ranked by ActionAid as being
‘very restrictive’ treaties, which give particular cause for
concern due to the strong restrictions they impose on the
taxing rights of the developing countries (see also table 5 in
chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties’).579
Both the current Minister of Taxation and the former Danish
government580 have announced that they want Denmark
to negotiate more double taxation treaties.581 However,
Denmark did not finalise any new tax treaties between 2016
and 2017. Treaty negotiations were held relating to a new
treaty with Azerbaijan,582 as well as a renegotiation of a 1974
treaty with Brazil.583
Unfortunately, tax treaties remain the sole domain of the
Ministry of Taxation.584 In June 2016, a majority in the
Danish parliament rejected several progressive suggestions
including: that Denmark should use the UN model treaty
as a basis for treaty negotiations with low- and middleincome countries;585 that transparency should be increased
by holding public hearings on treaty negotiations; and
that the Danish parliament and public should be granted
access to the negotiation text.586 The Danish government
maintained this position when asked again in September
2017.587 The treaties do not contain any specific anti-abuse
clauses,588 although they are subject to a ‘Super General
Anti-Abuse Rule’ adopted in 2015,589 which made all Danish
tax treaties subject to an anti-abuse clause, largely inspired
by the OECD’s BEPS Convention.590 However, this seems less
effective compared to a situation where anti-abuse clauses
have been written directly into the texts of treaties.

International commitments
In May 2017, all political parties in parliament reached an
agreement for Denmark to sign the OECD BEPS Convention,591
which Denmark did in June.592 However, the government at
the same time submitted a very high number of reservations
to the Convention. Out of the 11 articles that civil society
organisations have called on governments to adopt, Denmark
has opted out of 10 (see table 7 in chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax
sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’). On a positive note,
Denmark has also opted out of one of the articles that civil
society organisations have warned against, namely article 18
on secret binding arbitration (see chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku
– the OECD’s BEPS Convention’, including table 8).

Tax practices
Danish limited liability companies (called
kommanditselskaber) have been widely criticised and
investigated by the media in recent years, for being potential
vehicles of both money laundering and aggressive tax
planning.593 In March 2016, a report commissioned by the
government concluded that limited liability companies
offered opportunities of hidden ownership structures, and
that there are indications that these companies have been
used for the purpose of corruption or money laundering.594
In response to this, Denmark introduced public beneficial
ownership registration for owners of limited liability
companies.595 However, the report also highlighted
that Danish limited liability companies can be used for
aggressive tax planning, and estimated that over 50 per cent
of Danish limited liability companies with foreign owners
were at risk of being used for this purpose.596
The risk of tax avoidance is related to the fact that Danish
limited liability companies are so-called ‘transparent’
entities, which are not normally subject to taxation because
it is assumed that tax is collected directly from the owners.
These rules have however proven easy to circumvent
through international tax loopholes, which can lead to very
low, or no, taxation of the income from the company.597
In November 2017, the Danish government announced its
intention to put forward a legislative proposal to prevent
international tax avoidance through Danish limited liability
companies.598 However, until this happens, these companies
remain potential vehicles for tax avoidance. This might explain
why the OECD in 2016 highlighted that a significant part of
foreign direct investments into Denmark were going through
‘special purpose entities’ (also known as ‘letterbox companies’,
see more in chapter 4.2 on ‘Special purpose entities’).599

Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom • 81

Denmark

In 2016 the company ReXKern, one of the main corporate
service providers known for ‘selling’ Denmark as a place
to do offshore business,600 had to close down. The company
stated the following as some of their reasons for closing:
‘A number of clients are undergoing investigations due to
the ‘Panama papers’ case, and our management have spent
countless hours handling inquiries from Tax Authorities. The
cost of legal assistance has been a burden (…) We exhausted
our financial resources.’601

Tax rate
In early 2017, the Minister of Taxation said that the
government had no concrete plans to lower the corporate
income tax rate, and it seems there would not be a
parliamentary majority to do so.602 However one of the parties
forming the Danish government, and several prominent
individuals in the government, are strong advocates for
lower tax rates.603 Meanwhile, in October 2017, the Minister of
Taxation said he shared the concern about international tax
competition, and thought it was worth thinking about whether
a minimum corporate tax rate could be introduced.604
In Denmark, all tax payments by companies from 2012
onwards are made public,605 and the press frequently
investigates and discloses the nominal tax payments of the
country’s largest companies.606 However, scandals such as
the Paradise Papers have illustrated the shortcomings of
this register when it comes to multinational corporations.
When journalists tried to track the sales and tax payments of
Nike, they found that a Dutch Nike company played a central
role in the sale of Nike products in Denmark.607 Since foreign
affiliates of multinational corporations are not covered by the
Danish register, it can be difficult to use the register to get a
realistic picture of the level of corporate income tax paid by
multinational corporations operating in Denmark.
There are no known calculations of the revenue loss
from providing corporate tax incentives. The Danish tax
authorities regularly estimate the ‘tax gap’ for small- and
medium-sized companies of up to 250 employees, which is
calculated as the cost of non-compliance plus the sum of
arrears (non-payments). It estimates the tax gap at around
DKK 10 billion (€1.3 billion) or two per cent of the revenue
potential. 608 The figure is far from comprehensive as it
excludes all companies with more than 250 employees,
international tax avoidance by multinational companies, the
costs of tax incentives, non-compliance by wage earners,
and the informal economy.
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Tax rulings
Multinational companies can apply for APAs in Denmark.
However, the authorities advocate for involving the tax
authorities of other relevant countries when negotiating
APAs with companies.609 As of 2016, Denmark had no
unilateral APAs in force.610 Although bilateral APAs can still
be problematic, they are less problematic than unilateral
ones (see chapter 4.4.1 on ‘The problem with advance tax
agreements’). There is no known intention to make public
any information about specific APAs.

Global solutions
The Danish government has previously expressed opposition
to the proposal of establishing an intergovernmental UN tax
body, and argued that it is important to avoid a proliferation
of institutions. There are no indications that their position
has changed.611

Conclusion
When it comes to putting an end to secret shell companies
and trusts, Denmark is among the frontrunners with its
introduction of a public register for beneficial owners of
both companies and trusts. However, the Danish parliament
is currently considering whether to open up a new loophole,
which could offer opportunities for beneficial owners to hide
their identity.
The same cannot be said when it comes to corporate
transparency. By supporting the European Commission’s
proposal on country by country reporting, Denmark is
in reality only advocating for partial country by country
reporting. Since the reporting would not cover all countries,
multinationals would still be able to hide their profits.
Although Denmark has relatively few tax treaties with
developing countries, several of them qualify as so-called
‘very restrictive treaties’, which impose relatively strong
limitations on the taxing rights of developing countries. This
is an issue of concern.
As regards harmful tax practices, Denmark’s limited liability
companies continue to be an issue of concern, due to the
fact that they can be used for international aggressive tax
planning. However, it is positive that the government has
announced its intention to close this loophole in the future.
Finally, it is problematic that the Danish government has
opposed the establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax
body, which would give developing countries a truly equal
say in global decision-making on tax matters.

Finland

"The government is strongly committed,
both nationally and internationally,
to working against tax evasion and
aggressive tax planning and to
implementing legislative measures."
Government of Finland
May 2017 612

Overview
In Finland, 2017 has been another year marked by tax
scandals. In March, the public broadcasting company Yle
covered the role of Finnish banks and companies in the
Russian Laundromat scandal in depth, showing that Finnish
regulatory scrutiny of large-scale money laundering
remains weak.613 According to Yle, at least €19 million worth
of laundered money from Russia ended up in Finland, with
the lion’s share – €16 million – flowing through the Nordic
bank Nordea. When given the opportunity to comment on
the allegations, Nordea declined.614
The non-governmental organisation Finnwatch estimates that
Finland loses between €430 million and €1.4 billion a year
from aggressive tax planning by corporations.615 According
to Finnish tax expert Reijo Kostiainen, even state-owned
enterprises, such as the energy company Fortum, have
engaged in tax avoidance – although this has previously been
rejected by Fortum’s Chair of the Board of Directors.616
It remains unclear whether the government will enforce
the ban on aggressive tax planning it imposed on stateowned companies in May 2016. This policy does not include
a mechanism for overseeing that the ban is respected, nor
does it introduce sanctions.617

EU Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)
Finland has not yet agreed a position on an EU Common
Consolidated Corporate Tax Base, as parliament has
requested further information on the proposal’s impact on
Finnish businesses and tax revenue. The Finnish parliament
fears that the suggested formula under the CCCTB for
dividing corporate tax revenue is not in Finland’s national
interest. Parliament has doubts related to harmonising
corporate taxation, and also on the part of the proposal that
concerns establishing a common tax base in the EU.618

Tax and development
Strengthening domestic revenue mobilisation is one of
the key goals of Finland’s development policy.619 However,
in March 2017, Finnwatch presented detailed evidence
to document that publicly-owned development finance
institution Finnfund had invested in a fund that exploited
a tax ruling provided by Luxembourg to avoid taxes in
Malaysia and Finland.620 In response to the allegations,
Finnfund rejected the findings of the report, arguing that tax
planning had not been aggressive.621 Finnfund, however,
committed to preparing guidelines that would be discussed
with the Finnish Foreign Ministry and, among other things,
specify in further detail its framework conditions relating
to taxation and openness.622 In September 2017, Finnfund
invited comments on a discussion paper outlining its
proposed tax policy.623
Finland is a member of the Addis Tax Initiative (ATI), in which
donor countries have committed to doubling support for
domestic resource mobilisation and taxation by 2020, as
well as to ensuring policy coherence for development on the
issue of taxation.624 One of the best tools to ensure policy
coherence for development is a spillover analysis, which
could assess the impact of Finnish tax policies and practices
on developing countries. However, Finland currently has no
plans to carry out such an impact assessment. In June 2017,
the Ministry of Finance published a study assessing the
impact of implementing BEPS actions on Finland,625 but not
on developing countries. In its annual review, Finland’s multistakeholder development policy committee called for a more
coherent approach to tax and development policies.626
In 2016, Finland published an action plan on tax and
development. This plan includes an objective of enhancing
policy coherence for development on tax matters at the EU
level, including by raising tax and development issues in the
EU Council.627
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Finland

Transparency
Public country by country reporting (CBCR)
On the issue of public country by country reporting, the
Finnish government states its support for increased
transparency, but remains concerned about the
administrative burden the new rules could imply for
corporations, arguing that it should not increase.628 Finland
supports the European Commission’s proposal on public
country by country reporting, including the approach of
requiring multinational corporations to disaggregate their
data on a country by country basis for EU countries and
blacklisted countries, but not for all countries.629 However,
as explained in chapter 5.8.3 on ‘Allowing citizens to know
what multinationals pay in taxes’, under this approach
it would still be possible for multinationals to hide
profits in tax havens that are not among those countries
multinationals report on.
The government is not in favour of extending reporting
requirements to include large multinationals with an annual
turnover of less than €750 million.630
Finland has not contested the legal basis of the legislative
proposal and considers public country by country reporting
to be an accounting matter, only requiring approval by a
qualified majority of EU member states.631
The risk of tax avoidance and the need for more public
country by country reporting have also been key points of
discussion in relation to government plans for healthcare
reform.632 If the reform advances, the market for providing
public services will be opened up to private companies, many
of which are large multinationals. The government proposed
in May 2017 to include public country by country reporting
for large private health groups, but the proposal excluded
key data needed to assess the level of business activity of a
corporation, such as profits and number of employees.633 A
revised draft is now under discussion and the government is
expected to put forward a new proposal in March 2018, as the
original proposal was rejected by parliament.634
In May 2016, the government also committed itself to
updating the very weak guidelines for public country by
country reporting by state-owned enterprises.635 The
current guidelines have, among other things, been criticised
for being too narrow and unclear in their requirements, as
well as for giving corporations the opportunity to ‘comply
or explain’, resulting in reports that were limited in scope
and incommensurable.636 However, in September 2017,
the government stated that it had no plans to revise the
guidelines until negotiations on public country by country
reporting were concluded at EU level.637
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Ownership transparency
In June 2016, parliament approved laws transposing the 4th
Anti-Money Laundering Directive (AMLD).638 Information on
the beneficial owners of companies and other legal entities
such as foundations will be made public, and accessible free
of charge. However, the deadline for submitting information
to the corporate register is not until July 2020.
A person is considered a beneficial owner when owning
more than 25 per cent of the legal entity, or in other ways
exercising ‘effective control’. Directors are considered as
beneficial owners if the real beneficial owner cannot be
identified.639 Thus, loopholes in the legislation remain. When
approving the laws, the Finnish parliament required that the
government should, in the context of the implementation of
the next AMLD, evaluate whether the ownership threshold is
sufficient to ensure that it is not easily circumvented.640
Finland supports the Commission’s proposal to revise the 4th
AMLD, and to increase beneficial ownership transparency.
However Finnish legislation does not recognise trusts, and
the government takes no position on transparency regarding
these legal entities.641
A recent change in legislation will weaken shareholder
transparency in companies included in the book-entry
system, which is used to keep track of the ownership of
shares. All publicly listed companies are included. Until
now, Finnish citizens have only been allowed to own shares
directly, with up-to-date data on ownership publicly available
at the central securities depository. In May 2017, however,
parliament passed a law that allows Finnish companies to
issue shares through foreign depositories that allow the
nominee registration of shareholdings. In these cases, only
the name of the account manager – for example, a bank – will
be available, instead of the name of the actual shareholder.642
The government claimed that the change was required by the
EU regulation on central securities depositories, but this has
been rejected by the European Commission.643

Finland

Taxation
Tax treaties
Tax treaties concluded by Finland have articles along
the lines of both the OECD and UN model treaties. All tax
treaties are subject to approval by parliament.644 Although
in the past an anti-abuse clause has not been systemically
included in tax treaties, several treaties do in fact include
such a clause.645
A new treaty with Turkmenistan was agreed in December
2016, and took force in February 2017.646
In total, Finland has 37 tax treaties with developing
countries, which is below the average (41.77) among the
countries covered in this report.647 The average reduction
of tax rates within those treaties is 3.01 percentage points,
which is also below the average (3.39 percentage points)
among the countries covered in this report.648
Finland is not planning to assess the spillover effects of its
tax treaties with developing countries.649

International commitments
In June 2017, Finland signed up to the OECD’s BEPS
Convention.650 However, the government at the same
time submitted a quite high number of reservations to
the Convention. Out of the 11 articles that civil society
organisations have called on governments to adopt, Finland
has opted out of nine (see table 7 in chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax
sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’). At the same time,
Finland has opted in to both of the articles that civil society
organisations have warned against, including article 18 on
secret binding arbitration (see chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku –
the OECD’s BEPS Convention’, including table 8).

Tax rate and practices
A report by the government-commissioned working group
on corporate taxation concluded that Finland’s corporate
income tax rate of 20 per cent was ‘competitive’ at the
moment.651 There are no plans to lower the corporate
income tax rate, but the government is keeping a close eye
on developments elsewhere in Europe, the United States
and other OECD countries.652 Thus, the misconception of
achieving competitiveness through corporate tax cuts
remains strong in Finland.
Some measures to address aggressive tax planning have
proven effective. A study shows that the effective tax rate
of multinational healthcare companies increased from
11 to 16 per cent between 2011 and 2015, although the
nominal tax rate dropped during this period. Behind this
is most likely the combination of negative publicity due
to aggressive tax schemes, and an interest deduction
limitation that was introduced in 2014.653 Another study,
by the VATT Institute for Economic Research, showed that
the interest deduction limitation has been an effective tool
against aggressive tax planning.654
According to a study commissioned by the government, tax
subsidies influencing business activity amounted to around
€6 billion in 2015. Of these, value added tax (VAT) accounts
for around €3 million and excise duty tax for around €2
million, with the remainder being various business tax
subsidies. The study also found that a broad tax base is a
better means of supporting growth than tax subsidies.655

Tax rulings
Finland offers advance tax rulings that define how the law is
interpreted in a specific case, as well as unilateral, bilateral
and multilateral advance pricing agreements (APAs).656
According to data from the European Commission, Finland
had 24 APAs in force at the end of 2015, of which 23 were
unilateral.657
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Finland

Global solutions

Conclusion

The government does not support an intergovernmental
UN tax body.658 The Development Policy Committee
recommended in its annual review that Finland should
promote developing countries’ participation in decisionmaking on tax matters and ‘support developing countries
in their efforts to present their case in processes led by the
OECD/G20 and more generally in the United Nations, where
developing countries are able to participate in the processes on
a more equal basis’.659

On a rhetorical level, the government in Finland appears
committed to combatting tax avoidance and increasing
transparency. However, closer scrutiny of the policy
positions taken on key EU and national processes
demonstrate a tendency by the Finnish government to
sometimes prioritise the interests of big corporations
over those of broader society. This includes Finland’s
position on public country by country reporting, where
the government has so far not been willing to support a
proposal for multinational corporations to publicise data on
their business activities and tax payments for all countries
where they operate. Instead, Finland supports the European
Commission’s proposal, which would mean that only parts
of the data will be published on a country by country basis.

In 2016, parliament proposed that the government
should explore opportunities to strengthen the UN’s Tax
Committee.660

On the issue of the real – beneficial – owners of companies,
Finland is among the group of EU countries that have
committed to setting up a public register, which is
very positive. Unfortunately, the timeline for setting
up the register is relatively long. At the same time, the
government has taken steps to undermine the previously
progressive policies Finland had in terms of public access to
shareholder information.
Finland has relatively few tax treaties with developing
countries, and the average reduction of developing country
tax rates introduced through those treaties is below average
among the countries covered in this report. While this
makes Finland’s tax treaty network less concerning than
certain other European countries, this does however not
make it harmless.
As regards tax practices, Finland has a significant amount
of unilateral advance pricing agreements with multinational
corporations. As mentioned in chapter 4.4.1 on ‘The problem
with advance tax agreements’, these agreements are
normally signed ‘in advance’, which means that the tax
administration approves transfer pricing matters before
having been able to inspect the tax return and country by
country report of the multinational corporation in question.
Furthermore, there are also numerous examples of such
agreements having been used by multinational corporations
to avoid taxation. Therefore, this is concerning.
Despite having committed to policy coherence for
development, Finland has not considered the impact
its tax policies may have on developing countries. The
government also does not support the establishment
of an intergovernmental UN tax body, which would give
developing countries a truly equal say in global decisionmaking on tax matters.
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Germany

"Why does every master baker of
Wittenberg pay higher tax rates than
big corporations in Europe?"
Sigmar Gabriel
Former Federal Minister of Foreign Affairs661

Overview
Corporate taxation has continued to be a topic of major
debate in Germany this year, and several new laws have
been adopted in order to combat tax evasion and avoidance.
In 2017, the German government implemented a new law
to prevent the use of letterbox companies in tax havens,
introducing tighter reporting obligations for domestic
taxpayers and intermediaries for their offshore holdings.662
New legislation to address the harms associated with patent
boxes was introduced, limiting the ability of multinational
corporations to shift profits via royalty payments to lowtax jurisdictions with patent regimes.663 Germany also
implemented the 4th Anti-Money Laundering Directive
(AMLD),664 including a register of the real – beneficial –
owners of companies, as well as internationally agreed
reforms on automatic exchange of information665 and (nonpublic) country by country reporting for multinationals.666
While these reforms are important steps towards a fairer
tax system, the new rules frequently contain shortcomings
or loopholes. For example, the definition of beneficial
ownership was watered down in the adoption of the 4th
AMLD, an initial proposal to allow public access to the
register was ultimately dropped, and new reporting
obligations on the ownership of shell companies were
limited to companies outside the EU.667
However, at the same time, the need for transparency
around the real owners of shell companies has been very
evident in Germany. During the ‘Russian Laundromat'
scandal, the Organized Crime and Corruption Reporting
Project alleged that between 2010 and 2014, over US $60
million668 from Russia had ended up in German banks, after
having been laundered through Moldova with help from a
Latvian bank and a sophisticated system of shell-companies
with fake ‘nominee‘ directors.669

Another new scandal meanwhile dominated German
headlines, when it was revealed that the German tax
authorities allegedly lost billions of Euros due to trickeries
by bankers and brokers to manipulate tax payments and
refunds.670 Referred to as the ‘cum ex’ and ‘cum cum’
trading scandal, investigations by German media led them
to conclude that over 100 German and foreign financial
institutions, including several large well-known commercial
banks, were under suspicion for exploiting a legal loophole
that allowed shareholders to claim double ownership of
the same shares.671 Double ownership allowed multiple
shareholders to claim tax rebates from the German
government, and although the loopholes were closed in 2012
and 2016, one economist estimated that the illicit tax refunds
may have cost the state up to €31.8 billion.672
A final report by an inquiry committee established by the
Bundestag concluded that the tax tricks were illegal, but
the parties represented in the committee disagreed on who
was to blame for the fact that these illegalities had been
allowed to occur in the first place.673 The scandal incited not
just debates on the state of tax justice in Germany, but also
on the influence of the business lobby in helping to draft
national legislation.674

EU Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)
Meanwhile on the European front, the German government
has, in principle, backed the initiative to re-launch the
proposal to establish a Common Consolidated Corporate
Tax Base (CCCTB) in the EU. However, it has also called for
pragmatism, backing the ‘two-step’ approach as put forth
by the European Commission.675 An agreement reached by
the former government coalition in 2013 mentions support
for a ‘Common Corporate Tax Base’, but offers no common
coalition position on the second step of ‘Consolidation’. 676
In 2011, when discussions were ongoing on the previous
CCCTB proposal, the government expressed concerns
that Germany would lose revenue in a consolidated
framework.677 At an Economic and Financial Affairs Council
(ECOFIN) hearing in 2017, former German Finance Minister
Wolfgang Schäuble said that many technical problems
remain with the CCCTB proposal, and cautioned that ‘we
should be careful to raise too high expectations’.678
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Germany

Tax and development

Whistleblower protection

In terms of capacity development in developing countries,
the Ministry for Economic Co-operation and Development
(BMZ) funds regional networks such as the African Tax
Administration Forum and the Inter-American Centre of Tax
Administrations, with the declared goal of giving developing
countries a stronger voice in the international tax debate.679
In 2017, the Ministry of Finance also launched a programme
of cooperation with Jamaica’s tax administration within the
framework of Tax Inspectors without Borders.680

Only certain types of whistleblowers in Germany are
protected under the Financial Services Supervision Act
(‘Finanzdienstleistungsaufsichtsgesetz’),688 which covers
banks, insurance companies and other financial institutions.
However, this act does not cover audit firms, an exclusion
that has in the past been criticised by opposition members
of parliament.689 The German Whistleblower Network
has also criticised Germany for having no general law for
whistleblower protection.690 The government announced in
2013 that it would review whistleblower legislation, but so
far has not done so.691

Furthermore, BMZ supports the International Tax Compact,681
and Germany has joined the Addis Tax Initiative (ATI).682 In the
ATI framework, donor country governments have committed
to doubling the resources spent on supporting domestic
resource mobilisation by 2020 as compared to the 2015
level, as well as ensuring policy coherence for development
(see chapter 5.7 on ‘Capacity development and technical
assistance to developing countries‘).
Despite its ATI commitment, the German government has
no explicit strategy for promoting policy coherence for
development. BMZ works on improving interdepartmental
coordination,683 and regularly works together with the
Federal Ministry of Finance on issues such as fighting
tax evasion, tax treaties and increasing foreign direct
investment by German companies.684 Aspects of policy
coherence can be found in the government’s strategy
for sustainable development. However, tax policy is not
mentioned there.685

Transparency
Public country by country reporting (CBCR)
The former German government was opposed to public
country by country reporting, and there are so far no
indications that the new government will take a different
position. In a hearing before the Committee of Inquiry
into Money Laundering, Tax Avoidance and Tax Evasion
(PANA), former Finance Minister Schäuble stressed that the
European Union should not go beyond the BEPS agreement,
as this might undermine countries’ willingness to reach
further global agreements.686
As explained in chapter 5.1.1 on ‘BEPS and transparency’,
the BEPS rules only introduce non-public CBCR, where
multinational corporations send confidential reports to tax
authorities. In a 2015 written statement to a parliamentary
question, the government justified its opposition to public
country by country reporting, stating that such information
was not helpful for tax purposes and should be rejected due
to concerns about commercial competitiveness, as well as
to preserve tax confidentiality.687
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Ownership transparency
On 26 June 2017, the new Anti-Money Laundering Act
(‘Geldwäschegesetz’)692 entered into force in Germany,
transposing the 4th Anti-Money Laundering Directive (AMLD)
into national law. The Transparency Register introduced through
this act required all German corporations, partnerships and
trusts managed by German trustees to report their beneficial
ownership information by 1 October 2017.693
When the draft law was first presented in December 2016,
public access to beneficial ownership information was
considered.694 However, following further consultation and
pressure from business, this decision was reversed by the
German Ministry of Finance when it officially published the
draft law in February 2017.695 The ultimate law that was
adopted will restrict the scope of access to public authorities,
banks and those with a legitimate interest.696 Under
German law, the minimum threshold determining beneficial
ownership is 25 per cent of shares or voting rights, or similar
methods of control.697 In cases where no beneficial owner can
be identified, a legal representative or managing partner can
be listed as the beneficial owner instead.698
A further weakness in the law is that the reporting obligation
will only be placed on companies or shareholders where the
companies are directly controlled by the beneficial owner. In
situations of indirect control, for instance where beneficial
ownership is held through several layers of legal entities,
the German legal entity will have no obligation to identify the
ultimate beneficial owner. Instead, the obligation is placed on
beneficial owners to report themselves.699

Germany

After elections in September 2017 the Christian Democrats
are once again the biggest party.700 It is not yet clear which
parties will form the next government, and therefore
also not clear how it will position itself on the issue of
introducing public registers of beneficial owners through
the 5th AMLD, which is currently being negotiated in the EU
(see chapter 5.8.4 on ‘Hidden ownership’). However, the
outcome of the recent debate about the 4th AMLD indicates
that there is substantial resistance towards public beneficial
ownership registers in Germany.

Taxation
Tax treaties
The German government is currently negotiating treaties
for the first time with Angola, Ethiopia, Botswana, Hong
Kong, Jordan, Qatar, Colombia, Nigeria, Rwanda, Senegal,
Serbia and Tanzania. It is also negotiating revisions or
revision protocols with Argentina, Bangladesh, Bolivia, India,
Kyrgyzstan, Republic of Korea, Kuwait, Liberia, Namibia,
Tajikistan and Vietnam.701
For these treaty negotiations, Germany uses its own model
agreement (officially called a ‘negotiation basis’ and publicly
available since 2013).702 The German model agreement
mainly follows the OECD model to determine taxing rights,
and the German basis for negotiations does not provide
for taxation at source of interest and royalties.703 This is
problematic for developing countries, which are often
the source of income, but rarely the residence country
of multinational corporations or investors. Therefore,
it is difficult for them to claim taxing rights under the
OECD model, which favours taxing rights for residence
countries over source countries.704 The UN has developed
an alternative model, which makes it easier for developing
countries to claim taxing rights,705 and there does seem to
be some limited possibilities for developing countries to use
this model in negotiations with Germany. However, only two
of the more recent treaties, with the Philippines and Taiwan,
are based on the UN model.706
Existing tax treaties with developing countries usually provide
for some limited taxation at source.707 However, following a full
assessment of the content of the treaties, 10 of Germany’s tax
treaties with developing countries were ranked by ActionAid
as being ‘very restrictive’ treaties, which give particular
cause for concern due to the strong restrictions they impose
on the taxing rights of developing countries (see also table 5
in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties’).708

In total, Germany has 55 tax treaties with developing
countries – the second highest number among all the
countries covered in this report.709 The average reduction
of developing country tax rates within those treaties – 3.57
percentage points – is above the average (3.39 percentage
points) among the countries covered in this report.710
The German government has not published a spillover analysis
on the impacts of its double taxation treaties on developing
countries, and has not announced any plans to do so.

International commitments
In light of Germany’s relatively progressive profile on
corporate tax avoidance, it can seem strange that Germany
has opted out of five of the elements of the OECD BEPS
Convention that civil society has called for the adoption of
(see table 7 in chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku – the OECD’s
BEPS Convention’). At the same time, Germany has opted in
to the articles that civil society organisations have warned
against, including secret binding arbitration (see chapter
5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’,
including table 8).

Tax practices
There is no indication that Germany is currently promoting
itself as a good place for corporate tax avoidance. However,
discussions are ongoing about introducing a tax incentive
for research and development activities. In early 2017, the
government proposed such research and development tax
relief,711 but it was ultimately blocked (at least temporarily)
by the Ministry of Finance.712 In their political manifestos
for the German federal election, several political parties
brought the issue back by committing to introducing this
kind of incentive if elected.713
In 2015, the German Federal Ministry of Economic Affairs
and Energy also considered implementing a new fiscal
incentive for equity financing.714 While these reforms have
not yet been implemented, they could be considered again
following the outcome of the German federal elections.
In 2015, a report commissioned by the European
Commission identified no active aggressive tax planning
(ATP) indicator for Germany, i.e. no indicator ‘which can
directly promote or prompt an ATP structure’. However,
certain passive ATP indicators were identified, i.e. those that
do not by themselves promote or prompt any ATP structure,
but that are ‘necessary in order not to hinder or block an ATP
structure’.715 However, these kinds of structures were found
in nearly all EU member states.716
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Germany

Tax rates

Global solutions

The corporate income tax rate in Germany is 15 per cent, but
a number of regional and other additional taxes are added,
which bring the combined corporate income tax rate up to
above 30 per cent.717 The government has not announced
any concrete plans to change the corporate tax rate.

The previous German government did not support the
establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax body,727 and
there is no indication that the new government will take a
different position.

Jarass et al (2017) calculate the ratio of corporate tax
payments to corporate profits derived from national
accounts, and find an effective tax burden for corporations
in Germany of below 15 per cent.718 A comparative study
of effective average and marginal tax rates based on
micro-simulations (forward-looking concepts) suggested
an average effective tax rate of about 28 per cent, and an
effective marginal tax rate of 22.5 per cent for 2013.719

Tax rulings
Taxpayers in Germany are able to apply for bilateral advance
pricing agreements (APAs) at the Federal Central Tax Office
for a fee of €20,000.720 As explained in chapter 4.1.1. on
‘The problem with advance tax agreements’, bilateral APAs
involve more than one country, and in order to qualify for
an APA, taxpayers are required to apply simultaneously in
Germany and in the partner country.721
While applicants are not involved in negotiations between
competent authorities about the outcome of their APA
application, they are kept regularly informed about the state
of the procedure.722 Following the signing of an APA with a
foreign state, the German Federal Tax Office ‘informs the
domestic taxpayer about the negotiation outcome and asks to
approve the content of the APA’.723 According to data from the
European Commission, Germany had 25 bilateral APAs in
force at the end of 2015.724
By law, unilateral APAs do not exist in Germany, and
advance agreements on tax liability between tax authorities
and taxpayers are prohibited. However, other types of
agreements between tax authorities and taxpayers (such
as, ‘Tatsächliche Verständigung’, ‘Verbindliche Auskunft’
and ‘Verbindliche Zusage’) have been suspected to provide
scope for unilateral deals, even though this was not their
original purpose.725 Information on concluded agreements
is not publicly available. However, the fact that the reported
number of requested and agreed APAs is surprisingly
low has aroused suspicion that a relevant number of
agreements might fall into these unreported categories.726
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Conclusion
The German government has committed itself to countering
tax evasion and corporate profit shifting, and has taken some
important steps towards this at the national and international
levels. At the same time, it has emerged as a determined
opponent of fiscal transparency, and has undermined
progress on key demands from tax justice movements
to support public country by country reporting and the
establishment of a public register of beneficial ownership.
There is no indication that Germany’s tax system is currently
being used by multinational corporations wishing to avoid
taxation, and the government has not announced any
intention to join the global ‘race to the bottom’728 by lowering
the corporate tax rate.
Germany’s tax treaties with developing countries remain an
issue of concern, both due to the high number of treaties,
and the fact that restrictions imposed on the taxing rights
of developing countries through those treaties are relatively
high. Of particular concern are the numerous ‘very restrictive’
treaties that Germany has signed with developing countries.
The fact that a high number of new treaties are currently
being negotiated makes it even more relevant for Germany
to do a thorough assessment of the negative impacts its tax
treaties can have on developing countries, and ensure that
such negative impacts are avoided.
Finally, it is of concern that the German government has
opposed the establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax
body, which would give developing countries a truly equal
say in global decision-making on tax matters.

Hungary

"We have introduced a flat rate for
corporation tax – which now stands at
nine per cent – and a 15 per cent rate
for personal income tax, which is also
now a flat rate tax."
Viktor Orban
Hungarian Prime Minister729

Overview
In 2017, the most significant change in Hungarian tax
regulations was the reduction in the corporate income
tax rate.730 The Prime Minister announced in November
2016 that, as of 2017, corporate taxes would be slashed
across the board to just nine per cent.731 Although the
announcement was sudden, it did not come completely out
of the blue. Experts have been speculating for a while that
the Hungarian government wants to turn the country into
a regional ‘Luxembourg’, with the aim of attracting more
foreign capital into the country.732 At the same time, official
statements suggest that a desire to offset pressure for
corporations from rising wages also played a significant
role in the decision.733
It is expected that the central budget will lose revenues in
the range of HUF 145-170 billion (€464-544 million),734 which
amounts to roughly 0.4 per cent of Hungary’s GDP.735
In August 2017, tax incentives for multinational companies
in Hungary suddenly became the centre of public attention,
as a result of a ruling by Hungary’s high court, the Curia.
In April, the court issued a ruling which specifies that tax
relief to companies are public funds, and that information
about such incentives should be disclosed.736 To comply
with the court decision, which was the result of three years
of litigation, the government in August made public a list of
tax credit deals it had offered multinational corporations
in Hungary between July 2012 and August 2014. The data
showed that, during the roughly two-year period, five
multinational corporations received HUF 80 billion (€256
million) in tax relief.737

The biggest tax exemption, amounting to almost HUF 40
billion (€128 million) – nearly half the total amount in question
– was granted to Audi Hungária Motor Ltd (now called
Audi Hungária Inc). According to the Ministry for National
Economy, the reason for this tax credit was an investment
by the company in excess of HUF 3 billion (€9.6 million).
The recipient of the second-highest tax credit was Hankook
Tire Magyarország Ltd, which was exempt from payment
of HUF 17 billion (€54.6 million) in taxes, again based on the
investments it had made. The Dunaújváros-based Hamburger
Hungária Erőmű Ltd received a tax credit of HUF 8.87 billion
(€28.6 million) based on its environmental investments.
The Ministry for National Economy awarded Bridgestone
Tatabánya Termelő Ltd HUF 6.6 billion (€21.2 million) and ZF
Lenksysteme Hungária Ltd, a supplier of automotive parts,
HUF 6.3 billion (€20.2 million). This latter award was in return
for investing in the municipality of Maklár, which had been
designated as the preferred target of such investments in a
ministerial decree.738
Another multinational corporation that has caught attention
is General Electric (GE). In 2015, the Hungarian branch of GE
bought a Swiss GE subsidiary from GE in the Netherlands
for a price of CHF 40,000 (€37,000).739 However, on the same
day, one hour later in fact, GE in Hungary sold the Swiss
subsidiary back to GE in the Netherlands at a value that was
over 150,000 times higher – HUF 1860 billion (€5.9 billion).
Furthermore, during the hour where the Swiss subsidiary
was owned by GE in Hungary, the Swiss subsidiary purchased
access to customer files, patents and control instructions
from GE in Hungary, at a total price of HUF 2,360 billion (€7.5
billion).740 The end result was a skyrocketing amount of profits
made by GE in Hungary.741 Meanwhile, Swiss media has
estimated that up to CHF 1.5 billion (€1.4 billion) worth of tax
payments were lost to Switzerland due to the trade that the
Swiss subsidiary did with GE in Hungary.742
Earlier in 2015, the Hungarian parliament had adopted
a special ‘growth tax credit’.743 This credit applies to
companies which from one year to the next experience a
minimum six-fold increase in their profits. In 2014, GE in
Hungary has reported a large loss, and thus the enormous
amount of profits in 2015 meant that GE in Hungary met
this requirement. The Hungarian research platform Atlatso
estimated that GE in Hungary paid at most two per cent in tax
on the profits.744
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In response to the allegations, GE has underlined that
the corporation has complied with all tax laws and legal
systems.745 Furthermore, GE has stated that the rights,
technology and inventory, which the Swiss subsidiary
purchased from GE in Hungary, were sold at market
prices that had been independently verified. Lastly, GE has
underlined that the transactions were all discussed with the
tax administrations in both Hungary and Switzerland ahead
of being carried out.746

Transparency

When it comes to value added tax (VAT), Hungary is
strengthening its efforts to prevent tax evasion. A
modification of Invoicing Decree No. 23/2014 means that the
invoicing software of businesses will be required to have
a direct data connection with the Hungarian tax authority in
order to report sales data in real-time.747 This liability will
apply to Hungarian business-to-business invoices on which
VAT of at least HUF 1 million (€3,190) is charged.748 The
system was to be introduced on 1 July 2017. However, in
April 2017 the Ministry for National Economy announced
that it will be postponed until 1 July 2018.749

Ownership transparency

EU Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)
Hungary is sceptical about the European Commission’s
proposal for a CCCTB. At an Economic and Financial Affairs
Council (ECOFIN) hearing, the Hungarian government said
that member states’ tax systems are very different, and that
flexibility must be maintained in order to ensure the
competitiveness of the European Union.750

Tax and development
As regards technical assistance to developing countries,
Hungary is one of six countries (with Austria, South Korea,
China, Mexico and Turkey) where the OECD operates a
Multilateral Tax Centre that promotes knowledge- and
experience-sharing in the area of international taxation, tax
policies and tax training.751
The principle of policy coherence for development is not
comprehensively applied in governmental decision-making.
Even though an international development strategy was
adopted in 2014,752 which refers to policy coherence for
development, taxation is not mentioned in this context, and
there seems to be no concrete efforts on the government’s
side to ensure policy coherence for development on the
issue of taxation.
Hungary does not plan to carry out any impact assessments
on how its tax policies impact on developing countries.753
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Public country by country reporting (CBCR)
Hungary’s position on public country by country reporting is
unknown.
In line with EU requirements, Hungary introduced public
country by country reporting for banks in 2013.754

As regards the transparency of beneficial owners of
companies, the Hungarian national assembly has adopted
Act LIII of 2017 on the Prevention and Combating of Money
Laundering and Terrorist Financing.755 As a result, law
enforcement agencies will have unlimited access to a
beneficial ownership registry. Others can also request
access to data from the registry, provided they can prove
they have a legitimate interest in the information.756
‘Beneficial owner’ is defined as a person owning a minimum
of 25 per cent of the company, or who is exercising control
through other means.757 The government decree that will
detail the underlying rules has not yet been adopted.

Taxation
Tax treaties
In total, Hungary has 34 tax treaties with developing
countries, which is well below the average (41.77) among the
countries covered in this report.758 The average reduction
of tax rates within those treaties is 3.23 percentage points,
which is also below the average (3.39 percentage points)
among the countries covered in this report.759
The Hungarian Prime Minister recently authorised negotiations
on double taxation treaties with Sri Lanka and Panama, as well
as other Latin American and African countries.760
The government says it has no plans to review its current
agreements.761 The whole government, including the
Ministry for Foreign Affairs and Trade, is involved in
finalising double taxation treaties, and the national assembly
must ratify all international agreements; civil society tends
not to be involved.

Hungary

International commitments
In June 2017, Hungary signed on to the OECD’s BEPS
Convention.762 However, the government at the same
time submitted a very high number of reservations to
the Convention. Out of the 11 articles that civil society
organisations have called on governments to adopt,
Hungary has opted out of 10 (see table 7 in chapter 5.1.2
on ‘Tax sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’). As regards
the articles that civil society has warned against, Hungary
has opted out of one, namely article 18 on secret binding
arbitration (see chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku – the OECD’s
BEPS Convention’, including table 8).

Patent box
In July 2016, the Hungarian government introduced a
reformed patent box regime in line with the OECD’s BEPS
rules.763 This entailed a narrowing of the type of intellectual
property rights that can qualify for the tax advantage.764
After the government lowered the corporate income tax rate
last year, companies in Hungary can now obtain an effective
corporate tax rate as low as 4.5 per cent for their qualifying
income related to intellectual property.765 For direct costs
of fundamental research and certain other expenses, the
patent box regime also awards a ‘super deduction’, meaning
that 200 per cent of the costs can be deducted.766
Tax benefits granted under the old patent box regime will
continue to apply until 30 June 2021. 767

Tax rate
As from 1 January 2017, the corporate income tax rate
in Hungary was reduced to nine per cent – the lowest
current rate on offer within the European Union.768 Under
the previous tax code, corporate incomes were taxed at
a 10 per cent rate for profits below HUF 500 million (€1.6
million), and at a separate rate of 19 per cent for any profits
above this level.769 Announcing the measure, the Hungarian
Economy Minister Mahily Varga said that government
reserves of up to HUF 200 billion (€642 million) could cover
any costs of the measures.770

Global solutions
Hungary’s position on the issue of establishing an
intergovernmental UN tax body is not clear, but is open for
discussion. The Ministry for National Economy emphasises
that ‘inefficient duplication should be avoided’ and that
‘Hungary would like to enhance its engagement with the UN in
the field of taxation’.774

Conclusion
When it comes to corporate taxation, developments in
Hungary are extremely concerning. Not only has the
government introduced the lowest corporate tax rate in all
of the EU. Hungary also continues to have a number of
harmful tax practices, including tax reliefs granted to large
multinational corporations, and a patent box regime that can
be used to obtain an effective corporate tax rate as low as
4.5 per cent.
Hungary has relatively few tax treaties with developing
countries, and the average reduction of developing country
tax rates introduced through those treaties is below
average among the countries covered in this report. Seen
in isolation, Hungary’s tax treaty network is thus less
concerning than certain other European countries. However,
seen in the context of Hungary’s very low corporate tax
rate, as well as the harmful tax practices on offer, there is
a significant risk that multinational corporations will seek
to move their profits to Hungary to lower their tax bill.
Hungary’s tax treaties can provide avenues for shifting
profits to Hungary without occurring much withholding tax,
and thus, they can become part of a bigger problem.
On the issue of transparency, it is concerning that the
Hungarian register of real – beneficial – owners of
companies will not be open to the public. Meanwhile,
the government’s position on public country by country
reporting is currently unknown.
On the issue of establishing an intergovernmental tax body
under the UN, Hungary seems to be undecided.

Advance pricing agreements (APAs)
The Hungarian tax system provides taxpayers with the
opportunity to apply for general advance tax rulings, as well
as advance pricing agreements – both of which are binding for
the tax authorities after issuance, unless the circumstances
change or the critical assumptions are not met.771
Hungary offers unilateral, bilateral and multilateral APAs.772
Data from the European Commission shows that Hungary
had 70 APAs in force at the end of 2015, of which all were
unilateral.773
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‘We need to acknowledge the negative
influence our former tax policies have had
on developing countries and move forward
expecting more from ourselves.’
Minister Katherine Zappone
Speaking at the Irish government summit
‘Corporate Tax: Fairness, Responsibility and
Leadership’, February 2017775

On 14 September 2017, Ireland’s Ministry of Finance
published the Independent Review of the Irish Corporate
Tax Code, which was ordered in the wake of the Apple state
aid case. The review recommended that Irish tax policy
should continue to deliver tax certainty for business. It
also included a recommendation to ensure that the Irish
tax code does not provide preferential treatment to any
single taxpayer, and called on Ireland to implement its
commitments under the OECD BEPS programme.785 On
10 October 2017, Irish Finance Minister Paschal Donohoe
re-affirmed Ireland’s commitment to the 12.5 per cent
corporate tax rate, stating in front of parliament that it ‘will
remain a core part of our offering’.786

Overview
At a tax summit in February 2017, Ireland’s then Minister of
Finance Michael Noonan said that the Irish government was
‘willing to take action where needed to amend our corporate tax
residence rules to prevent companies exploiting mismatches
between our rules and the rules in other countries’.776 But
despite such rhetoric, a number of concerns remain
regarding Irish tax policies and practices.
On 30 August 2016, following a two-year investigation, the
European Commission concluded that Ireland had given tax
benefits to the tech giant Apple that were illegal under EU
State Aid rules.777 The European Commission found that two
tax rulings issued by the Irish government to Apple gave the
multinational a selective tax advantage, allowing Apple to
pay substantially less tax than other businesses in Ireland.
It also decided that Ireland would be required to recover
around €13 billion in illegal aid from the tech giant.
Shortly thereafter, the Irish government announced that it
would appeal against the European Commission’s decision,
but in parallel committed itself to an independent review
of Ireland’s corporate tax code.778 Ireland also committed
to holding a summit on corporate tax fairness, which took
place in February 2017.779 The undertakings to review the
Irish tax code and hold a summit were at the insistence of
independent members of parliament who form part of the
current government coalition.780
In October 2017, the European Commission referred
Ireland to the European Court of Justice for its failure to
recover the around €13 billion of tax due from Apple to
the Irish government.781 The deadline set by the European
Commission for returning illegal state aid was 3 January
2017, and while Ireland had taken initial steps to recover
the money, progress was assessed as insufficient by the
Commission.782 At the time of writing, it is anticipated that
the Irish government will collect the money by March
2018.783 The funds will be held in escrow until the outcome
of the Irish and Apple appeals at the European Court of
Justice, a process that is likely to take four to six years.784
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EU Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)
The Irish government’s official position on the proposal
to establish a common consolidated corporate tax base
(CCCTB) in the EU is that they are actively engaging in the
technical debate while analysing whether it is in Ireland’s
long term interest. The Department of Finance states that
the issue of consolidation has not yet begun to be debated
and will not even be discussed by member states unless and
until a common tax base can first be agreed.787 The Irish
parliament was one of seven parliaments in EU countries
that raised objections to the CCCTB in early 2017.788 Later
in January, EU Commissioner Pierre Moscovici’s visit to
Ireland included a discussion on the CCCTB, where he tried
to reassure the Department of Finance that it would not
narrow Ireland’s tax base.789

Tax and development
Irish Aid – Ireland’s official development agency – provides
financial assistance to the African Tax Administration
Forum, which aims to improve the performance of tax
administration in Africa. It also supports the OECD Task
Force on Tax and Development, which discusses issues
related to tax and development.790 Ireland is an Addis Tax
Initiative (ATI) development partner, having joined in 2017.791

Ireland

The ATI contains commitments regarding taxation and
policy coherence for development.792 According to One
World One Future – Ireland’s policy for international
development – a report on Ireland’s progress on policy
coherence for development should be prepared every two
years.793 However, there has been no such report since the
publication of One World One Future in 2013. The most recent
report on the issue, which is from 2012, measures Ireland’s
progress on policy coherence for development on taxation
through an the indicator that maps whether or not Ireland
has signed a double taxation agreement with Irish Aid
partner countries.794 However, as explained in chapter 4.5
on ‘Bilateral tax treaties’, such agreements can be damaging
to developing countries, and several of the treaties between
Ireland and developing countries impose strong limitations
on the taxing rights of the developing countries that have
signed them (see also below under ‘Tax treaties’).
The government commissioned a spillover analysis on
the potential impact of Irish tax policies on developing
countries, and published this with the 2015 budget.795
This was widely welcomed by civil society groups and will
prove to be an important baseline.796 However, there were
a number of omissions, including failing to analyse how
Ireland’s tax code impacts on developing countries when
used in combination with other states, especially European
countries such as Luxembourg and the Netherlands. The
LuxLeaks revelations highlight that Ireland’s interaction with
Luxembourg can be an important aspect of aggressive tax
planning by companies, some of which may have operations
in developing countries. There were also significant
omissions of information such as data on special purpose
entities (SPEs), which can play a key role in tax avoidance.
The spillover analysis also did not take into account whether
Ireland’s corporate tax rate has had a knock-on effect on
driving down developing country rates.797
As highlighted below, ActionAid has concluded that three of
the tax treaties that Ireland currently has with developing
countries are so-called ‘very restrictive’ treaties. Two
of these treaties (signed with Zambia and Pakistan) are
both the outcome of renegotiations that took place after
the spillover analysis had been finalised.798 The third one,
with Ethiopia, was signed in 2014 and not covered by the
quantitative assessments in the spillover analysis, which
focused on the years 2009 to 2012.799

Transparency
Public country by country reporting (CBCR)
The Irish government officially states that it is undecided
on the issue of public country by country reporting, and will
continue to engage in debate at the EU level.800 However,
Ireland does not support the European Commission’s
legal basis for the legislative proposal, believing that the
issue should be treated as an issue of taxation rather than
accounting.801 As explained in chapter 5.8.3 on ‘Allowing
citizens to know what multinationals pay in taxes’, a change
in legal base would in reality mean that the European
Parliament is excluded from decision-making, and the
decision will require unanimity among EU member states,
which is likely to result in a much less ambitious outcome.
The lower house of parliament, Dáil Éireann, adopted
a Reasoned Opinion in June 2016 to the effect that the
proposed Directive is concerned with tax, which is a national
competence.802 At a corporate tax event in February 2017,
the Finance Minister at the time, Michael Noonan, also
criticised the European Commission’s proposal. He said it
‘goes against the BEPS consensus’. He called for a ‘consistent
global approach’ based on the OECD BEPS rules, and warned
that other non-EU countries could refuse to share country
by country reports filed with their tax authorities with EU
countries. He added that any EU action that deviated from
the BEPS consensus should be met with caution.
As mentioned in chapter 5.1.1 on ‘BEPS and transparency’,
the BEPS rules only introduce non-public CBCR, where
multinational corporations send confidential reports to tax
authorities. Ireland supports this type of CBCR, and the
Finance Act of 2015 introduced the obligation for certain
companies to report to the Revenue Commissioners,
Ireland’s tax body, in line with OECD arrangements. This
Act requires companies that are headquartered in Ireland
to disclose information on all their activities, regardless of
where they are located. In the case of subsidiary companies
in Ireland, if their parent fails to file a country by country
report in its home jurisdiction, the Irish subsidiary is
required to file a report on behalf of the group, to the extent
that the relevant information is in its possession or in its
legal power to acquire.803
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Whistleblower protection
Following the 2008 financial crisis, whistleblowers in financial
services claimed their concerns were ignored and that they
were personally penalised after making disclosures.804 Since
then, the Protected Disclosures Act 2014 has been introduced,
which aims to protect people who raise concerns about
possible wrongdoing in the workplace.805 Since the introduction
of this legislation, there has been a surge in the number of
whistleblowers making protected disclosures,806 and this figure
is set to double in 2017.807 Former Finance Minister Michael
Noonan has said he is ‘satisfied that whistleblower procedures
for banks and other financial institutions are robust’.808 However,
at least one member of parliament has questioned whether
the investigations to follow up on whistleblower cases are
conducted fast enough, and whether the protections afforded
to whistleblowers are strong enough.809 Ireland’s view on any
potential EU proposal on whistleblowing is that it needs to
apply consistent standards across all types of wrongdoing, and
should not weaken Ireland’s existing protections.810

Ownership transparency
As of 15 November 2016, all corporate and other legal
entities in Ireland must take all reasonable steps to hold
adequate, accurate and current information on their
beneficial ownership, and keep this information in their
own companies’ beneficial ownership register.811 Ireland
determines ownership either by an indicative threshold
of above 25 per cent or through considering control via other
means.812 In due course, corporate and other legal entities
will be required to file beneficial ownership information
within a central register. Additional legislation to establish
this central beneficial ownership register was first expected
in June 2017, then delayed until autumn 2017, and now
seems to have been delayed yet again.813
The Irish government is considering the feasibility of making
the registers publicly accessible, and has said that levels
of access will only be settled once a determination has
been reached at the EU level. As part of the initial phase,
the government’s intention is for beneficial ownership
information to be accessible to the state's financial
intelligence units and relevant state authorities only.814 The
Irish government does not have an official position about
ongoing negotiations on revisions to the 4th Anti-Money
Laundering Directive (AMLD), including on the issue of
whether all registers of beneficial owners of companies
and trusts should be made public. However, a statement
by current Finance Minister Paschal Donohoe before the
European Parliament’s Committee of Inquiry into Money
Laundering, Tax Avoidance and Tax Evasion (PANA),
suggests that Ireland would have strong concerns about
disclosing beneficial ownership information for trusts.815
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Taxation
Tax treaties
In total, Ireland has 30 tax treaties in force with developing
countries, which is below the average (41.77 treaties) among
the countries covered in this report,816 although the number
has been increasing throughout recent years.817 However,
the average rate of reduction of developing country tax
rates within those treaties – 4.8 percentage points – is the
highest among all the countries analysed in this report.818
Three of Ireland’s tax treaties, signed with Zambia, Ethiopia
and Pakistan, were ranked by ActionAid as being ‘very
restrictive’ treaties, which give particular cause for concern
due to the strong restrictions they impose on the taxing
rights of the developing countries (see table 5 in chapter 4.5
on ‘Bilateral tax treaties’).819
Ireland signed a new treaty with Kazakhstan in April
2017, and procedures to ratify the treaty are underway.
Negotiations have also concluded for new double taxation
agreements with Azerbaijan, Ghana, Oman, Turkmenistan
and Uruguay.820
Former Finance Minister Michael Noonan has said, in the
past, that Ireland’s treaties with developing countries
‘take elements from both the OECD and the UN model
treaties’.821 The Irish Finance Ministry also underlines
that all treaty negotiations with developing countries
are carried out on an equal footing, and that it is for the
developing country partner to decide on the appropriate
balance between the interest of maintaining taxing rights
and promoting investments.822 However, analysis carried out
by civil society organisations shows that a number of other
developed countries have tax treaties with Zambia, Ethiopia
and Pakistan that allow the developing countries to apply
significantly higher tax rates, compared to the rates
contained in the treaties with Ireland.823
Civil society organisations in Ireland have repeatedly
called on the government to take a pro-development
approach to the negotiation of tax treaties, by adopting the
UN model double taxation convention between developed
and developing countries (the ‘UN model’) as the minimum
standard.824

Ireland

International commitments
In June 2017, Ireland signed up to the OECD’s BEPS
Convention.825 Compared to other countries analysed in this
report, Ireland has submitted relatively few reservations
(‘opt outs’) of the articles that civil society is calling for
countries to commit to (see table 7 in chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax
sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’). Ireland has also
opted in to the articles that civil society organisations have
warned against, including secret binding arbitration (see
chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’,
including table 8).

Tax practices
Researchers have found Ireland to be the fourth biggest
conduit jurisdiction in the world,826 and the Irish government
and tax advisors continue to market Ireland as a low-tax
jurisdiction. The corporate tax regime is strongly promoted
by Ireland’s investment agency, IDA, whose website notes
the ‘attractive holding company regime’, ‘effective zero
tax rate for foreign dividends’ and ‘excellent intellectual
property regime’.827 In the aftermath of the government’s
decision to appeal against the Commission’s decision
regarding Apple, IDA’s CEO Martin Shanahan said: ‘If this
decision was left unchallenged, it would harm the prospects
for [foreign direct investment] into this country… Ireland
has again reiterated that we do not do tax deals and that we
reject the principle that the Commission can retrospectively
overrule tax laws in member states.’828 Existing tax incentives
were estimated by the revenue authority in 2014 to cost
€22.95 billion, but there is no separate figure available for
corporate tax incentives.829
The patent box (known as the ‘Knowledge Development
Box’), introduced in 2016, is a cause for concern among
civil society groups,830 but is welcomed by tax advisors.831
The regime was introduced following the OECD’s new rules
on the Modified Nexus Approach, and allows companies
in Ireland to enjoy a lower tax burden of 6.25 per cent on
all profits derived from patented activity.832 Under the new
rules, a company can outsource research and development
activities to a qualifying university or third level institution
located anywhere in the world, and still use those expenses
to qualify for the tax incentive.833

The Department of Finance argues that the OECD Forum
on Harmful Tax Practices and the EU Code of Conduct
group have reviewed Ireland’s regime and found it to be
fully compliant with the agreed international rules for such
regimes.834 However, as pointed out in chapter 4.3 on ‘Patent
boxes’, this says more about the international standards than
about the potential harmfulness of the regime, and the fact
that the OECD BEPS negotiations ended with a specification of
how patent boxes should be designed, rather than a decision
to abolish the practice, has been a key point of criticism
from civil society organisations.835 Furthermore, the fact
that the OECD BEPS negotiations failed to reach agreement
on abolishing patent boxes has not prevented international
institutions from continuing to raise concerns. For example,
the European Commission has highlighted that ‘Research
shows that they do not stimulate [research and development]
and may rather be used as a profit-shifting instrument, leading
to high revenue losses’,836 and the OECD has underlined that
the BEPS outcome should not be seen as a sign that the OECD
thinks patent boxes are a good idea.837
In general, Ireland rejects claims that the country has any
harmful tax practices, and underlines that it is an active and
compliant participant of both the OECD’s Forum on Harmful
Tax Practices, as well as the EU’s Code of Conduct Group.838
However, the OECD’s Forum on Harmful Tax Practices is only
as effective as the international standards allow it
to be, and as highlighted in chapter 5.1 on ‘Implementing a
controversial ‘sticking plaster’', the OECD’s standards
contain a number of very problematic loopholes. The same
problem applies to the EU’s Code of Conduct group, which
has furthermore been strongly criticised for its very
secretive nature, as well as for having failed its task of
getting rid of harmful tax practices.839 The critics highlight as
one of the key reasons for this failure the fact that countries
which use harmful tax practices are members of the group,
and can therefore veto proposals that would limit their
ability to use such practices.840
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Tax rate
Ireland’s corporate income tax rate is 12.5 per cent, and the
government has stated it has no plans to change it.841 This
was confirmed by Finance Minister Donohoe in October 2017
when he presented his 2018 budget.842
The Department of Finance has stated that the effective
rate of corporation tax in Ireland was 10.1 per cent in 2013,
9.7 per cent in 2014, and 9.6 per cent in 2015.843 However,
figures derived using other methodologies paint a very
different picture. One academic study notes that, in 2011, US
subsidiaries operating in Ireland had the lowest effective tax
rate in the EU at 2.2 per cent.844 Some estimates of effective
tax rates paid by individual corporations produce similar
low amounts – famously, the European Commission claimed
Apple paid an effective tax rate of 0.005 per cent.845

Tax rulings
The government maintains that Ireland does not have a
statutory system of binding tax rulings.846
However, the Revenue Commissioners issue nonbinding opinions on the application of tax law to specific
transactions or situations, and any taxpayer can request an
opinion from the Revenue.847
In its decision on the state aid case regarding Ireland’s
tax treatment of Apple, the Commission notes that Ireland
refers to tax rulings as ‘advance opinions’, but adds that
the Commission considers the two notions to be one and
the same.848 The core issue in the case was two such
tax rulings, or advance opinions, issued to Apple in 1999
and 2007, which according to the Commission allowed
Apple to lower its tax payments by around €13 billion.849
As mentioned above, Ireland has decided to appeal this
decision.
Ireland introduced a formal bilateral advance pricing
agreement (APA) programme in June 2016. Prior to this,
Ireland only accepted requests for bilateral APAs in
situations where a treaty partner had agreed to enter into
a bilateral APA negotiation.850 The legal framework for
Ireland’s bilateral APA programme is the tax treaties it has
signed with other countries.851 According to data from the
European Commission, Ireland had eight bilateral APAs in
force at the end of 2015.852
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Global solutions
Ireland does not support the establishment of an
intergovernmental UN tax body. Ireland supports the BEPS
Inclusive Framework,853 and believes this provides an
important global approach to tax reform, while benefiting
from the expertise and experience of the OECD Secretariat.854

Conclusion
Despite the fact that the government has no official position
on public country by country reporting and public registers
of beneficial owners, there seems to be significant clear
resistance towards both of these key transparency measures.
This is for example evident in statements by ministers, and
the fact that Ireland has not introduced a public register for
beneficial owners. On a positive note, the Irish system for
protection of whistleblowers is more advanced than in many
other countries, although there are still concerns regarding
the time taken to investigate cases and ensure real protection
of those individuals who blow the whistle.
Ireland still has relatively few treaties with developing
countries, although the number has been increasing
throughout recent years. However, it is concerning that Irish
treaties on average reduce the tax rates in its developing
country treaty partners more than any other country covered
by this report. Furthermore, it is worrying that Ireland has
three ‘very restrictive’ treaties with developing countries.
Ireland’s tax policies and practices also remain an issue of
concern. Researchers have found Ireland to be one of the
biggest conduit jurisdictions in the world, and the country
is being promoted as a low-tax jurisdiction. New initiatives
such as the Knowledge Development Box present a risk that
multinational corporations will now find new ways of using
Ireland to avoid taxation. Ireland’s 12.5 per cent corporate
tax rate, which is well below most other EU countries, also
places the country among the frontrunners in the race to
the bottom on corporate taxation.
Finally, it is of concern that the Irish government opposes
the establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax body,
which would give developing countries a truly equal say in
global decision-making on tax matters.

Italy

"Current welfare and tax systems in Italy
are ineffective for enhancing income
distribution, tax evasion is a plague."
Pier Carlo Padoan
Italian Minister of Finance855

Overview
Although Italy raises a high proportion of its GDP in taxes
compared to other countries,856 the Italian tax system
remains highly inefficient, and tax evasion and avoidance
have reached extraordinary levels in recent years. For
instance, a recent report from the Italian Ministry of
Finance and the Economy found that the evasion of social
contributions and taxation in Italy amounted to more than
€100 billion in 2015.857 The European Commission also
estimated the Italian VAT gap as one of the highest in
the EU in 2015. The gap between what should have been
collected and what was actually received by Italian revenue
authorities in VAT was €35 billion.858
According to a poll commissioned by Oxfam Italy, tax
evasion and avoidance are perceived by the public as one
of the key driving factors of increasing income inequality
in Italy.859 Despite strong political rhetoric in Italy aimed
at tackling the interrelated problems of tax dodging and
inequality, the Italian government has not implemented
effective anti-tax dodging measures.860 The Italian Court
of Auditors has, meanwhile, reported a significant drop in
fiscal control activities between 2012 and 2016.861
In the past year, the Italian tax authorities and judiciary have
continued to target large non-resident corporate taxpayers
in order to settle tax disputes. In May 2017, global tech giant
Google agreed to a tax settlement of more than €300 million
with the Italian government.862 The Google deal follows a
similar settlement with Apple in December 2015, when the
Italian tax authorities reached an accord with the corporation
to pay over €300 million in order to resolve a tax dispute.863

These examples indicate that Italian tax authorities have
taken a procedural approach to tax dodging schemes
by non-resident multinational corporations, especially
those operating in the digital economy. The focus of this
approach is on cooperation and compliance. More fullyfledged approaches – such as applying withholding tax
on the turnover generated by non-resident multinational
corporations in the Italian market, or broadening the
definition of ‘permanent establishment’864 – do not appear to
have been taken into consideration.
Italy featured prominently in the ‘Russian Laundromat’
scandal, which broke earlier in 2017. In total, the Organized
Crime and Corruption Reporting Project (OCCRP), which
exposed the scandal, estimated that over €27 million
laundered money from Russia ended up in Italy.865

EU Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)
The Italian government supports the European
Commission’s proposal for a Common Consolidated
Corporate Tax Base. The Italian Minister of Finance Pier
Carlo Padoan has said that the proposed rules would help to
reduce opportunities for tax planning by large multinational
corporations, while reducing compliance costs and
increasing legal certainty for firms.866

Tax and development
In June 2017 Italy also supported – in partnership with
the OECD, Germany and Kenya – the creation of a pilot
programme in Kenya aimed at strengthening local capacity
to combat illicit financial flows and prevent fiscal and
financial crimes in the African region.867
Since 2015 Italy also has been a member of the Addis Tax
Initiative (ATI),868 and thus committed to ensuring policy
coherence for development on the issue of taxation. In its
reporting to the ATI, Italy mentions that it is committed
to pursuing policy coherence for development, and has
established an Inter-Ministerial Committee for Development
Cooperation that addresses this issue.869 In terms of
initiatives to support policy coherence for development,
Italy highlights its support for introducing tobacco taxes in
developing countries, and increased use of environmentrelated taxes in Italy. However, Italy does not seem to have
any plans to conduct an analysis of the potential harmful
impacts that Italy’s tax policies can have on developing
countries. Since Italy has a high number of ‘very restrictive
treaties’ with developing countries,870 there seems to
be good reason for conducting such an analysis, which
could form the basis of ensuring policy coherence for
development through the removal of harmful policies,
including tax treaties.
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Transparency
Public country by country reporting (CBCR)
The Italian government supports the European Commission’s
proposal on public country by country reporting,871 but it is
unclear whether Italy could also support a more ambitious
proposal to introduce full public country by country reporting.
As explained in chapter 5.8.3 on ‘Allowing citizens to
know what multinationals pay in taxes’, the Commission’s
proposal would only allow citizens to get information about
the activities multinational corporations have in some
countries, but not in others. Therefore, it would still be
possible for multinationals to hide profits in tax havens that
are not among those countries multinationals report on. The
government also supports the Commission’s assessment
that the CBCR proposal should be treated as an issue of
accounting rather than taxation.872 This is positive, since
treating the issue as a tax file would in reality mean that the
European Parliament is excluded from decision-making, and
the decision will require unanimity among EU member states
– a change that would in all likelihood result in a much less
ambitious outcome.873
Like many other countries, and in line with EU requirements,
Italy has already introduced secret CBCR. In February 2017,
the Italian Ministry of Finance published an implementation
decree transposing the 4th Directive on Administrative
Cooperation (DAC4) into national law. The implementation
decree introduces an obligation for large multinationals in
Italy to file their CBCR reports to Italian tax authorities, and
requires the Italian tax authority to automatically exchange
this information with other EU member states.874

Ownership transparency
In May 2017, Italy transposed the 4th Anti-Money Laundering
Directive (AMLD) into national legislation, including by
establishing a register of beneficial owners.875 The register will
not be public, and only those who can prove a ‘legitimate
interest’ can have access to the data. In this context, the Italian
government has implemented a very restrictive definition of
‘legitimate interest’. Under Italian law, access
to beneficial ownership information will only be granted to
parties in legal proceedings, and entities involved in the case
being investigated.876 The current rules will limit the ability of
civil society organisations and investigative journalists
working on financial transparency to access the necessary
information when seeking to expose potential wrongdoing.
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In addition, as regards the definition of ‘beneficial owner’,
the government has decided that only individuals owning
a minimum of 25 per cent of a company will be considered
owners, rather than a lower percentage, as had been
proposed by Italian civil society organisations,877 and also
in a non-binding opinion878 of the parliament’s finance and
justice committees. In cases where no owner can be found,
Italy will allow senior managers to be registered, but the
government rejected a parliamentary suggestion to note in
the beneficial ownership register the instances when the
ultimate owner is not identified.879
The Italian government has not taken a public position
regarding the ongoing revision of the 4th AMLD. Italy does
not seem to be pushing for full beneficial ownership
transparency, but appears to be open to some of the
enhanced beneficial ownership transparency provisions, as
foreseen by the European Commission’s draft directive.880

Taxation
Tax treaties
Italy currently has 54 tax treaties with developing countries,
which is one of the highest number of treaties among the
countries covered in this report.881 The average reduction
of developing country tax rates within those treaties
– 1.65 percentage points – is well below the average
(3.39 percentage points) among the countries covered
in this report.882 However, following a full assessment of
the content of the treaties, 13 of Italy’s tax treaties with
developing countries were ranked by ActionAid as being
‘very restrictive’ treaties, which give particular cause for
concern due to the strong restrictions they impose on the
taxing rights of developing countries (see also table 5 in
chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties’).883

International commitments
Italy participated in the BEPS negotiations and signed on to
the OECD BEPS Convention in June 2017.884 However, Italy
has chosen to make a lot of reservations when signing
the Convention. Out of the 11 articles that civil society
organisations have called on governments to adopt, Italy has
opted out of eight (see table 7 in chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku
– the OECD’s BEPS Convention’). At the same time, Italy has
opted in to the articles that civil society organisations have
warned against, including secret binding arbitration (see
chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’,
including table 8).

Italy

Tax practices

Tax rate

In April 2017, the Italian government adopted a reformed
patent box regime in line with the OECD’s Modified Nexus
Approach.885 The amendment was aimed at aligning the
scheme to the BEPS recommendations, and led to the
removal of trademarks (including already registered brands
and those in the process of being registered) from the list
of items identified as eligible for preferential tax treatment.
Despite this modification, a grandfathering clause was
introduced that allows taxpayers who applied for a patent
box tax benefit before 31 December 2016 to continue
benefiting from the old rules until 30 June 2021.886

The Italian corporate tax rate has continued to gradually
decline in the past decade, as a result of the ever-continuing
global race to the bottom on corporate tax rates.890 In 2015,
former Prime Minister Matteo Renzi announced his intention
to further reduce Italy’s corporate tax rate.891 Effective from
1 January 2017, the Italian corporate tax rate was cut from
27.5 per cent to 24 per cent.892

As explained in chapter 4.3 on ‘Patent boxes’, these
instruments are problematic because they can create
opportunities for multinational corporations to move their
profits from the countries where they have real business
activities, to the countries where they can obtain tax
advantages through patent boxes. According to Italian State
General Accounting Department estimates,887 the new
patent box regime could help to generate an additional €37.6
million in extra revenue for Italy in 2017. This revenue could
rise further to €75.3 million in 2022, once the grandfathering
period has ended.
The 2017 Finance Bill888 introduced a flat-tax ruling-based
levy on the foreign personal income of taxpayers moving
their fiscal residence to Italy without being Italian tax
residents for at least nine of the past 10 fiscal years. The
measure has created an uneven playing field, discriminating
against Italian tax residents generating foreign income
who are excluded from the flat-tax option. The provision is
considered by many as a harmful tax practice, highlighting
Italy’s attempt to play a bigger role in the race to the bottom
on personal income taxation by strengthening the country’s
attraction to high-earners intent on leaving the United
Kingdom after Brexit. However, the European Commission
has stated that choices on personal income tax by member
states fall outside the scope of its harmful tax practices
monitoring.889

Taxation of the digital economy
The tax liabilities of the digital giants in Italy have become
the subject of a lively media and political debate. A media
analysis showed that the Italian entities of Facebook,
Amazon, Apple, Twitter, Tripadvisor and Airbnb paid a
meagre €11.7 million in taxes in 2015.893 Research by the
Parliamentary Budget Office shows that, in 2015, Google’s
online advertising turnover in Italy was €637 million,
of which only €67 million was booked in Italy, while the
remainder (€570 million) was attributed to Google Ireland.
Similarly, Facebook’s estimated online advertising turnover
in Italy was €233 million in 2015, and was almost entirely
attributed to the Irish entity of the group, with only €8
million booked in Italy. By attributing turnover to Irish
entities, the firms were allegedly able to significantly reduce
their tax liability in Italy.
In September 2017, a report by MEP Paul Tang into the
operations of digital companies in the EU – and the
difference between where they operate and where they pay
their taxes – estimated an overall tax loss for Italy of €549
million in 2013-2015.894 Italy has become vocal in Europe
and internationally on the need to better address taxation
of the digital economy. It supports the structural tax policy
solutions proposed by the OECD Digital Economy Task
Force,895 but also signed a statement in September 2017
with Germany, France and Spain calling for a European
’equalisation tax’ on the turnover of digital multinational
corporations.896

Tax rulings
According to data from the European Commission, Italy
had 68 advance pricing agreements (APAs) in place with
multinational corporations at the end of 2015. Of these,
61 were unilateral, which are the most concerning type
of advance pricing agreements (see chapter 4.4.1 on ‘The
problem with advance pricing agreements’).
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Global solutions

Conclusion

The Italian government has previously been opposed to
the establishment of an intergovernmental body on tax
under the auspices of the United Nations, and there are no
indications that this position has changed.897

On the issue of preventing secret owners of companies,
Italy’s implementation of the 4th Anti-Money Laundering
Directive is problematic, since it will in reality be very
difficult for the public to get access to information about
the true owners of Italian companies. On the positive side, it
seems that Italy is open to increased transparency around
beneficial ownership, if the decision is taken at the EU level.
When it comes to corporate transparency, Italy’s position is
still unclear. However, it is welcome that Italy supports the
European Commission’s view that the file should be treated
as a matter of accounting.
Italy’s tax treaty network remains an issue of concern,
due to the fact that Italy has a high number of so-called
‘very restrictive treaties’, which impose relatively high
restrictions on the developing countries that sign them.
In terms of tax practices, it is equally concerning that Italy
has a patent box as well as a relatively high number of
unilateral advance pricing agreements with multinational
corporations. Both of these elements can introduce
opportunities for multinational corporations to lower their
tax payments. By deciding to lower the corporate tax rate,
Italy has also become an active player in the race to the
bottom on corporate taxation.
Finally, it is problematic that the Italian government does not
seem to support the establishment of an intergovernmental
UN tax body, which would give developing countries a truly
equal say in global decision-making on tax matters.
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Latvia

"Fraud, especially in the field of taxation,
is hard to fight when society perceives
it as normal. We need everyone to
understand that with every product and
every service that we receive with no
invoice, we rob ourselves, our family and
the country in the long term."
Ilze Cīrule
Director General of the State Revenue Service898

Overview
Tax and inequality are questions of significant importance to
the Latvian economy. Tax revenues in Latvia are lower than
in many EU countries – the tax revenue-to-GDP ratio is only
29 per cent.899 Income inequality is also greater compared to
other EU countries. With a 35.4 Gini coefficient, Latvia is the
fourth most unequal country in the EU.900 Latvia’s shadow
economy is large, and estimated to be 20 per cent of GDP.901
Over the last year, the Latvian government has implemented
a number of positive initiatives in order to address corruption,
the shadow economy and tax avoidance.
In September 2017, Latvia started implementing automatic
information exchange as per the OECD global agreement.902 A
public anti-fraud campaign ‘FraudOff’903 was launched in 2017
that condemned dishonest business practices, such as selling
fake products, paying salaries in cash or dodging corporate
tax and value added tax (VAT) payments.904 In October 2017,
Latvia also updated its law on the prevention of money
laundering and terrorism financing, to implement the EU’s
Anti-Money Laundering Directive (AMLD), and introduce public
information about the real – so-called beneficial – owners.905
The positive changes come after a period where tax evasion
and money laundering has been big in the news. While the
LuxLeaks and Malta files scandals did not draw strong links to
Latvian politicians or organisations, other scandals dominated
headlines in the Latvian news, demonstrating the impact
of lax financial regulation and transparency in Latvia. For
instance, in March 2017, journalists uncovered the ‘Russian
Laundromat’ money laundering case, which had strong
links to a Latvian bank. Nearly US$13 billion (€11 billion) was
allegedly laundered through this scheme and according to
media reports, Latvian bank Trasta Komercbanka played a
central role in this operation, acting as middleman between
Russia and other countries, and transferring laundered money
and funds to over 96 countries.906 Trasta Komercbanka was
declared insolvent shortly before the scandal broke.907

In June 2017, a Paris court fined the third largest bank in
Latvia, Rietumu Banka, €80 million for facilitating a scam
that promoted tax evasion among ordinary taxpayers and
small businesses in France.908 In response, the bank said
that ‘we strongly disagree with the decision and this decision
will be appealed’.909
Latvian individuals and companies were also closely
implicated in the Panama Papers. According to the
Ministry of Finance, Latvia’s name was associated with
2,951 offshore legal entities, 162 private individuals, 18
intermediaries and 153 addresses in the Panama Papers.910
Despite Latvia’s central role in these revelations, there has
been little follow-up action by the government in the form of
investigations or prosecutions.
In July 2017, the Saeima, Latvia’s parliament, adopted a new
tax reform that, among other things, raises the corporate
income tax from 15 per cent to 20 per cent.911 However, at
the same time, Latvia introduced a controversial loophole,
which allows corporations to pay zero corporate tax on all
profits that are retained or reinvested.912

EU Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)
Latvia does not support a corporate tax system based on
consolidation, as outlined in the European Commission’s
2016 CCCTB proposal. The government states that it has
concerns that this proposal will have uneven impacts on
EU member states, with certain countries benefiting while
others risk losing out.913 The government has also said that
tax matters should remain a national competence so that
countries can react more effectively and quickly to economic
challenges and changes, and that there is a risk the CCCTB
could undermine this.
Latvia does support the proposed ‘super-deduction’ for
research and development activities, and the ‘Allowance
for Growth and Investment’ (AGI). However, it would like to
have maximum flexibility regarding the implementation of
CCCTB rules.914

Tax and development
Latvia’s government does not have (and does not plan to have)
an official position on policy coherence for development,915 and
there is little focus on the impact of tax policies on developing
countries. Latvia does not provide financial support bilaterally
to developing countries to support technical assistance or
capacity development on tax matters.916
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Transparency
Public country by country reporting (CBCR)
Latvia supports the European Commission’s proposal on
CBCR, but has not decided yet on extending the reporting
requirements for this to cover all countries where a
multinational corporation is present.917 However, the
government does not support the European Commission’s
legal basis for the legislative proposal, which is a clear
indication that Latvia believes that the proposal should be
treated as an issue of taxation rather than of accounting. As
explained in chapter 5.8.3 on ‘Allowing citizens to know what
multinationals pay in taxes’, a change in legal base would in
reality mean that the European Parliament is excluded from
decision-making, and the decision will require unanimity
among EU member states, which is likely to result in a much
less ambitious outcome.
Latvia supports that the proposal should only cover
multinational corporations with a yearly turnover of minimum
€750 million, but believes a future directive on CBCR should
require that multinational corporations use an open and
machine-readable format when they publish their data. Latvia
has introduced public CBCR for financial institutions and
extractive industries, in line with the existing EU requirements
(see chapter 5.1.1 on ‘BEPS and transparency’).918

Whistleblower protection
The Latvian government states that whistleblowers who
bring information about large-scale tax avoidance by
multinational corporations to the public’s attention should
be protected from legal prosecution and punishment, and
argues that Latvia already has sufficient legal protection for
whistleblowers.919 However, according to an international
whistleblower non-governmental group, current
whistleblower protections in Latvia remain ‘fragmented
and untested, creating significant obstacles for employees
and citizens who are considering reporting corruption without
fear of reprisals.’920 Recognising the potential need to
improve protections further, the government proposed
new legislation to further enhance the protection of
whistleblowers in March 2017.921 However, parliamentary
negotiations on this have since stalled.922 The Latvian
government has expressed support for EU-wide legislation
for whistleblower protection.923
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Ownership transparency
In October 2017, Latvia adopted a revision to its AntiMoney Laundering Law, in order to implement the EU’s
4th Anti-Money Laundering Directive (AMLD) into national
legislation.924 The new rules introduce a public register
of beneficial owners, to be launched on 1 March 2018.
Information in the public register is supposed to be made
available in an open and machine-readable format, and will
be accessible to the public online (on the company register
website) for a fee.925
Since the register will be public, Latvia does not plan to
make use of the ‘legitimate interest’ test in determining
who among the public is granted access to the register of
beneficial owners.926 The threshold for being considered
the beneficial owner of a company is set at 25 per cent of
shares or voting rights. When a beneficial owner cannot be
identified, then the person with the highest management
role in the given entity can be identified as the beneficial
owner instead.927
Latvia supports the European Commission’s proposal
to revise the 4th AMLD, requires public beneficial ownership
registers for companies, and does not have any opinion on
the issue of trusts. Latvia also supports the European
Commission’s proposal to interconnect all national beneficial
ownership registers in the European Union.928

Taxation
Tax treaties
Latvia currently has 24 tax treaties with developing countries,
which is one of the lowest numbers of treaties among the
countries covered in this report.929 The average reduction
of tax rates within these treaties is 3.98 percentage points,
which is above the average of 3.39 percentage points among
the countries covered in this report.930
Latvia follows the OECD model when negotiating tax
treaties.931 The Latvian government is planning to sign new
agreements with developing countries in the future, but does
not have any plans to renegotiate any existing tax treaties
with developing countries over the next five years. There is
no systematic involvement of stakeholders in negotiations on
double taxation treaties. However, all draft treaties are made
available to the public on the government’s website, before
they are signed off by the Cabinet of Ministers.932

Latvia

International commitments

Tax rulings

Although Latvia has signed the OECD BEPS Convention,
the government at the same time submitted a very high
number of reservations. Out of the 11 articles that civil
society organisations have called on governments to adopt,
Latvia has opted out of 10 (see table 7 in chapter 5.1.2 on
‘Tax sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’). At the same
time, however, Latvia has opted out of the articles that civil
society organisations have warned against, including secret
binding arbitration (see chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku – the
OECD’s BEPS Convention’, including table 8).

Latvia offers advance pricing agreements (APAs) to
multinational corporations, and had two unilateral APAs in
force at the end of 2016940 – up from one at the end of 2015.941
Latvia has indicated that it could support the idea of making
the essential elements of tax rulings publicly available.942

Global solutions
Latvia does not have an official position on the proposal to
establish an intergovernmental body on taxation under the
auspices of the UN.943

Tax practices
Latvia does not have any plans to introduce a patent box.933
Latvia does, however, offer several kinds of incentives,
including free economic zones, which provide tax
reductions, corporate income tax rebates for large-scale
investment projects, and a beneficial depreciation ratio for
new technological equipment and intangible investments.934

Tax rate
The current corporate income tax rate in Latvia is 15 per
cent. Under changes due to be introduced on 1 January
2018, this rate will be raised to 20 per cent.935 However,
under the new rules, companies will only be required to
pay taxes on their profits at the point of actual distribution.
Profits that are retained or reinvested into the company
prior to the point of distribution will be exempt from any
taxation at all.936 A similar system operates in Estonia, which
has so far been sold as a unique opportunity to achieve a
zero corporate tax rate within the borders of the EU.937
The measure is intended to encourage companies to reinvest and grow their business. However, some multinational
corporations have become very skilled in retaining large
sums of earnings and postponing their tax payments
indefinitely. One extreme case is Apple, which currently holds
over US $250 billion in undistributed earnings.938

Conclusion
After a year of scandals, Latvia has taken a turn and will
now introduce a public register of beneficial owners. This is
a positive development.
Unfortunately, Latvia still does not support full public
country by country reporting, and by challenging the legal
basis of the EU proposal on the issue, Latvia could de facto
be promoting a less ambitious outcome of negotiations.
Latvia’s tax treaties with developing countries impose
relatively high restrictions on the tax rates of the developing
countries that have signed them. However, the total number
of treaties between Latvia and developing countries is still
relatively low.
In terms of tax practices, Latvia’s system remains an issue
of concern. The new law, which will offer corporations a
corporate tax rate of zero for all retained and reinvested
profits, could open up new opportunities for tax avoidance,
and thus is highly problematic.
Although Latvia does not oppose the establishment of an
intergovernmental UN tax body, which could give developing
countries a truly equal say in the negotiation of global tax
standards, it also does not support it.

The Latvian tax system can create new opportunities for
companies to avoid taxes. Furthermore, it can promote
the creation of very wealthy and dominant multinational
corporations, which can in turn lead to a number of negative
impacts on the economy (see chapter 2.1 on ‘Why do
governments race to the bottom?’). Even the Latvian Minister of
Finance has acknowledged that the government’s tax reform
can generate negative impacts. For example, estimates say it
may generate a loss of around €132 million in 2019.939
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Luxembourg

"We were never a tax haven."
Xavier Bettel
Luxembourg Prime Minister 944

Overview
In Luxembourg, the aftermath of the LuxLeaks scandal from
2014 is still playing out. The scandal itself focused on over 300
multinational corporations that had obtained secret tax rulings
– or ‘sweetheart deals’ – from Luxembourg, which allowed
them to lower their tax payments dramatically – in some
cases to less than one per cent.945 However, tax rulings and
large-scale tax avoidance is normally not illegal. Therefore, the
only legal aftermath of the scandal has been the prosecution
against the two whistleblowers, Antoine Deltour and Raphaël
Halet, who brought the key evidence to light.
In March 2017, both were convicted by the Luxembourg
Court of Appeal.946 This was the second trial, after the
outcome of the first trial had been appealed by both the
defendants and the prosecutor.947 Compared to the first
trial, the court ruled to reduce the sentences, but Antoine
Deltour was still convicted to six months suspended jail and
a €1,500 fine, and Raphaël Halet to a fine of €1,000.948 Both
men were convicted of several charges, including theft and
computer fraud.949 At the same time, the court recognised
that Antoine Deltour’s actions constituted an act of
whistleblowing in defence of the public interest,950 following
which it decided to acquit him of the charge of violating
professional confidentiality.951 The same was not the case
for Raphaël Halet, who was found guilty of that charge.952
Both whistleblowers subsequently decided to appeal the
verdicts,953 and the Court of Cassation is expected to finalise
the third trial by early 2018.954 Meanwhile, a broad group
of civil society organisations, concerned citizens and even
members of the European Parliament have kept insisting
that Antoine Deltour and Raphaël Halet deserve praise, not
punishment, and that they should both be acquitted.955
Luxembourg’s tax rulings were not only the focus of the
LuxLeaks scandal. They have also been the subject of
various European Commission state aid investigations, which
have assessed whether the value they give to multinational
corporations constitutes illegal state aid. On 4 October 2017,
the European Commission concluded that one such tax ruling
– an advance pricing agreement (APA) issued by Luxembourg
in 2003956 – granted undue tax benefits to Amazon of
around €250 million.957 In response, Amazon stated that
it disagreed with the assessment that it had received any
special treatment from Luxembourg, and that it paid tax in
accordance with both Luxembourg and international law.958
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Previously, in 2015, the European Commission ruled that an
advance pricing agreement Luxembourg had issued to Fiat
constituted illegal state aid worth €20-30 million.959 Both
Fiat and Luxembourg have appealed against the decision at
the European Court of Justice.960 Meanwhile, another state
aid investigation into tax rulings issued by Luxembourg
to McDonald’s remains ongoing.961 In September 2016, the
European Commission also opened yet another investigation
into two tax rulings issued by Luxembourg to global energy
supplier ‘Engie’.962 The European Commission raised
concerns that the deal with Engie appeared to treat financial
transactions between the companies of Engie’s global
group as both ‘debt’ and ‘equity’, resulting in double nontaxation.963 Luxembourg’s Ministry of Finance has pledged
to cooperate with the European Commission’s investigation,
but ‘considers that no special tax treatment or selective
advantage’ has been awarded to Engie.964
In 2017, a study was published in the scientific paper Nature,
which mapped out the world of offshore financial centres
based on an analysis of the real ownership relations of over
98 million corporate entities.965 Among other issues, the study
mapped the world’s ‘sink jurisdictions’, which are jurisdictions
where multinational corporations store capital – most often
jurisdictions that provide opportunities for avoiding taxation.
Based on the results, the scientists identified Luxembourg as
the biggest sink jurisdiction in the world.966
In January 2017, a series of leaked diplomatic cables
revealed how Luxembourg played a key role in blocking the
European Union’s efforts to end some harmful tax practices.
According to the documents, Luxembourg opposed and
ultimately blocked numerous tax reforms that were
generally supported by other countries in the EU’s Code of
Conduct Group, a secret decision-making forum established
in the 1990s to reduce harmful tax competition in the EU.
For example, Luxembourg ultimately blocked the suggestion
made by other EU countries in the Code of Conduct Group,
including France and Germany, to relax the need for
unanimous consent in decision-making.967

EU Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)
In January 2017, the Luxembourg parliament’s Chamber
of Representatives published its ‘reasoned opinion’ on the
proposal to introduce a common consolidated corporate
tax base in the EU. This opinion, among other issues, raises
concerns about potential budgetary impacts the proposal
could have on a small country such as Luxembourg, as well as
risks of increased administrative burdens.968 The parliament
furthermore argued that the Commission’s proposal would
‘have a direct impact on the prerogative’ of member states to
determine their tax policy at their own discretion.969

Luxembourg

At an Economic and Financial Affairs Council (ECOFIN) hearing
in May 2017, Finance Minister Pierre Gramegna also called for
a cautious approach to implementing a CCCTB. He argued that
the EU had already taken ambitious stances on tax reform in
recent years, and cautioned against further changes to EU
tax legislation beyond what was set out in the BEPS Action
Plan. He said that, if the CCTB were adopted at the EU level,
then it would be crucial to implement tax incentives such
as a research and development super-deduction and new
tax incentives to promote equity finance, in order to foster
innovation and maintain the EU’s competitiveness.970

Tax and development
Luxembourg has joined the Addis Tax Initiative (ATI), under
which donor countries have committed themselves to
doubling support for domestic resource mobilisation and
taxation in developing countries by 2020.971 During 2015,
Luxembourg pledged US$0.48 million (€0.4 million) to
domestic resource mobilisation, with the country of El
Salvador being the largest recipient.972
As part of the ATI, Luxembourg has also committed itself to
ensuring policy coherence for development on the issue of
taxation. However, there are no indications that Luxembourg
is planning to do a spillover analysis to identify potential
negative consequences that Luxembourg’s policies can have
on tax collection in developing countries.

Transparency
Public country by country reporting (CBCR)
The Luxembourg government is opposed to the public
disclosure of country by country reporting information, as
set out in the European Commission’s legislative proposal
of April 2016. Responding to questions from opposition
members of parliament, Finance Minister Gramegna has said
that Luxembourg does not believe the EU should go beyond
the OECD BEPS agreement on (secret) country by country
reporting.973 Luxembourg has also questioned the soundness
of the European Commission’s legal basis for its legislative
proposal, arguing that the dossier should be considered a
‘tax’ file.974 A change in legal base would in reality mean that
the European Parliament is excluded from decision-making,
and the decision will require unanimity among EU member
states.975 As explained in chapter 5.8.3 on ‘Allowing citizens to
know what multinationals pay in taxes’, this is likely to result
in a much less ambitious outcome.

Gramegna has also argued that public disclosure of
country by country reporting information would not allow a
meaningful analysis of a multinational’s tax situation, and
has said that public disclosure could only be considered by
Luxembourg if it was the basis of political consensus at the
OECD and G20 level.976

Whistleblower protection
Luxembourg is one of the few countries in the European
Union to have whistleblower protection in place for
private sector employees. However, not all potential
whistleblowers are covered by this law, as it applies only
to offences related to corruption charges.977 The law is
also limited in that it only protects whistleblowers against
dismissal.978 As mentioned above, three years after the
LuxLeaks revelations, the Luxembourg government has
continued to prosecute the whistleblowers who uncovered
the revelations. When the Luxembourg court in March
2017 recognised Antoine Deltour as a whistleblower, this
did not prevent it from punishing him for his actions with a
suspended prison sentence and a fine.979

Ownership transparency
Intermediaries in the EU, notably in Luxembourg’s financial
industry, were revealed by the Panama Papers to have
played a key role in facilitating the movement of wealth to
offshore entities. According to a study by the Greens in the
European Parliament, Luxembourg accounted for 13 per
cent of the EU intermediaries revealed by the scandal.980
Luxembourg continues to lag behind when it comes to
transparency around beneficial owners. In April 2017, the
government introduced a legislative proposal to implement
several provisions of the EU’s 4th Anti-Money Laundering
Directive (AMLD).981 However, this proposal does not provide
for the implementation of a beneficial ownership register,
as otherwise required under EU law.982 The government
has also not yet provided full confirmation to the European
Commission that measures required under the 4th AMLD
were implemented in time.983
It remains unclear who will be in charge of the ultimate
beneficial ownership register in Luxembourg if or when it
is created, as well as who will have access to it. However,
there are currently no signs that the government will
propose to make a potential future register accessible to
the public. The threshold for being considered a beneficial
owner of a company in Luxembourg has been set at 25
per cent of the shares.984 If no beneficial owner can be
identified, then a senior managing official can be listed as
the beneficial owner instead.985
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Taxation
Tax treaties
In total, Luxembourg has 29 tax treaties with developing
countries, which is well below the average (41.77) among the
countries covered by this report.986 The average reduction
of developing country tax rates within those treaties – 2.79
percentage points – is also below the average (3.39 percentage
points) among the countries covered in this report.987
Luxembourg mainly uses the OECD model when negotiating
tax treaties, though some double tax treaties also include
elements of the UN model.988

International commitments
In June 2017, Luxembourg signed up to the OECD’s
BEPS Convention.989 Luxembourg submitted quite a few
reservations to the Convention, although many of the
countries covered by this report submitted more. Out of the
11 articles that civil society organisations have called on
governments to adopt, Luxembourg has opted out of seven
(see table 7 in chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku – the OECD’s
BEPS Convention’). At the same time, Luxembourg has opted
in to both of the articles that civil society organisations
have warned against, including article 18 on secret binding
arbitration (see chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku – the OECD’s
BEPS Convention’, including table 8).

Tax practices
Finance Minister Gramegna has recently stated: ‘We know
that some structures are not acceptable any more. Companies
that are here, that have very little substance, will have to decide
if they want to stay and add substance. Or if they don’t, as was
the case with McDonald’s, they will leave. We’re going to lose
companies, but those that we are going to keep are going to
add substance.’990
A few months later, however, Prime Minister Xavier Bettel
presented government plans to introduce a new patent box.
This will replace the previous patent box regime that was
closed down in 2015 after it was found to be incompatible
with the OECD’s BEPS rules.991 In the proposal, which is
currently being considered by parliament,992 there are a
few restrictions compared to the old regime. For example,
trademarks and other marketing-related intellectual property
assets would no longer qualify for the tax incentives.993
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However, the new proposal would still be a broad and
generous tax incentive – offering corporations an effective
tax rate down to 5.4 per cent on income from a broad list of
qualifying intellectual property assets.994 It would also offer
corporations the possibility of counting expenses incurred
outside of Luxembourg as qualifying expenditures, as long
as the activity has taken place within the European Economic
Area.995 In the meantime, the old patent box will remain in
place for multinational corporations that applied for the tax
benefit before 1 July 2016, and they will continue to be able to
benefit from the old regime until 31 June 2021.996

Tax rate
In December 2016, the Luxembourg parliament approved
government plans for corporate tax reform, which
envisaged reducing corporate income tax from 21 per cent
to 19 per cent in 2017, and to 18 per cent in 2018.997

Tax rulings
In response to the LuxLeaks scandal, the Luxembourg
government introduced changes to the process that
corporations must go through in order to obtain an advance
tax ruling. Most noticeably, the application now has to go
through a ‘Tax Ruling Commission’, created to ensure a
uniform treatment of applicants.998 Under the new rules, tax
rulings can only be valid for a maximum of five years, and
companies must now also pay an administrative charge
in order to apply for a ruling.999 Anonymous summaries
of decisions will also be published.1000 A ‘grandfathering
exemption’ was put in place for any pending rulings requests
that were submitted prior to 1 January 2015, meaning that
these applications can still benefit from the old rules.1001
The new rules seem not to have discouraged corporations
from applying for tax rulings in Luxembourg. According to
data from the European Commission, Luxembourg had 519
unilateral advance pricing agreements in force at the end of
2015 – a dramatic increase from the year before, where 347
such agreements were in force.1002

Luxembourg

Global solutions

Conclusion

The Luxembourg government has stated that it is
‘undecided’ regarding the issue of establishing an
intergovernmental tax body under the auspices of the UN.1003

One might have hoped that the LuxLeaks scandal would
lead to fundamental changes in Luxembourg. However,
in the year after the scandal, the number of advance
pricing agreements – also known as ‘sweetheart deals’
– skyrocketed. At the same time, Luxembourg has now
started lowering its corporate tax rate, and the government
has proposed introducing a new patent box regime, which
would only be marginally better than the old one. Meanwhile,
a ‘grandfathering’ clause will allow benefits handed out
under the old patent box regime to continue unchanged until
2021. In other words, the tax system in Luxembourg remains
an issue of major concern.
Also on the issue of transparency, the situation in Luxembourg
is problematic. The government has taken a strong position
against public country by country reporting – a system
that could otherwise shed some much-needed light on the
international tax arrangements of multinational corporations.
As regards registers of beneficial owners, Luxembourg’s plans
are unclear, but there are no indications that a potential future
register would be accessible to the public.
Although not unproblematic, Luxembourg’s tax treaty
network is less concerning than that of many other countries
covered by this report, since both the total number of treaties
with developing countries, as well as the reductions of tax
rates introduced through those treaties, are below average
among the countries covered by this report.
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The Netherlands

"The Netherlands must remain attractive for
companies that want to move and produce
here. […] This is why we will combat tax
dodging […]. The additional income this will
generate will be used to lower the corporate
income tax rate, given the developments in
our neighbouring countries."
Coalition agreement of the newly
formed Dutch government
10 October 20171004

Overview
The Netherlands remains a key player when it comes to
international tax dodging. Researchers at the University
of Amsterdam found that as much as 23 per cent of global
capital flows are routed through the Netherlands and
onwards to ‘sink jurisdictions’, where assets can be kept
without incurring much (if any) tax.1005 This makes the
Netherlands the biggest conduit country in the world. The
country holds the largest stock of inward foreign direct
investment in the world, and reports the second largest
outward foreign direct investment flows.1006
Even though the former Minister of Finance, Jeroen
Dijsselbloem, has admitted that ‘for too long the Netherlands
has been part of this problem [tax dodging],’1007 a number of
scandals and reports in 2017 show that the country still has
a long way to go to achieve reform.
In response to the Panama Papers, the Dutch parliament held
an inquiry in June 2017 to examine the use of Dutch letterbox
companies in tax dodging.1008 CEOs and representatives
of corporate service providers (known as ‘trust firms’ in
the Netherlands), tax advisors and supervisory authorities
testified under oath to the inquiry committee, and the
hearings prompted significant media attention.1009
However, while witnesses faced tough questioning during
the inquiry, the committee did not have the mandate to draw
conclusions or make recommendations.1010 In its report,
‘Paper reality’ (‘Papieren werkelijkheid’), the committee
among other things highlighted that ‘By using tax advice
and the services of trust offices, legal requirements can be
met without the spirit of the law being observed’, and that
‘During the interrogations it was confirmed that foreign
companies often settle in the Netherlands for tax reasons. The
participation exemption, the lack of withholding tax on interest
and royalties and the large number of tax treaties make the
Netherlands an attractive location for tax purposes.’1011

110 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

As of October 2017, a new centre-right government was
formed following the general elections in March. As
explained below, the coalition agreement includes several
measures relating to taxation of multinational corporations,
including a lowering of the corporate income tax rate.

EU Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)
The previous Dutch government did not support the
European Commission’s proposal for a CCCTB, arguing that
it is not appropriate for the EU to address such a matter.1012
The government furthermore argued that the proposal
has uncertain consequences for tax revenues, and that the
benefits for companies appear to be limited. Lastly, during
an Economic and Financial Affairs Council (ECOFIN) hearing
on the CCCTB in Spring 2017, it underlined that it had strong
concerns about the impact of the new rules on the tax
revenues of EU member states.1013

Tax and development
In 2016, the government published its ‘action plan’ on
policy coherence for development, which includes a
substantial chapter on taxation.1014 One of the key activities
highlighted was the effort to renegotiate tax treaties with
certain developing countries in order to include anti-abuse
measures, and such treaty renegotiations have now been
completed with 10 developing countries.1015 However, such
measures do not automatically mean that Dutch tax treaties
with developing countries become harmless.
First of all, the most common anti-abuse measures in tax
treaties can only be applied when tax administrations can
prove that corporate tax avoidance has taken place1016 –
something that can be difficult to achieve for developing
countries with low levels of resources and difficulties
in accessing information.1017 Secondly, the anti-abuse
measures do not address a central concern with tax treaties
signed with developing countries, namely that they lower
the tax rates of these countries.1018
The Netherlands also supports a number of international
capacity-building projects, both bilaterally and multilaterally
(through the IMF and the UN, as well as the African Tax
Administration Forum and the Tax Inspectors Without
Borders programme).1019 While it is generally welcome that
the Netherlands supports developing countries, specific
concerns have been raised about the Tax Inspectors Without
Borders project.

Netherlands

In 2016, Eurodad published a report that included previously
unpublished internal OECD documents about three pilot
projects of Tax Inspectors Without Borders, including the
project between the Netherlands and Ghana.1020 Based on
these documents, Eurodad raised the concern that the pilot
projects seemed to have been driven by the donor countries,
and furthermore highlighted significant risks of conflicts of
interest associated with the projects.
A 2017 briefing by the then Minister of Foreign Trade
and Development Cooperation gave an overview of
international studies of developing country revenue losses
from tax avoidance and evasion. The Minister concluded that
developing countries are hit hard by international
tax dodging, and underlined that the government is fully
dedicated to assisting them in combating this.1021
In 2016, the consultancy firm Profundo also delivered a
report commissioned by the Ministry of Foreign Affairs,
on the role of the Netherlands in tax avoidance by mining
companies in developing countries.1022 The report analysed
128 companies in five selected developing countries,
and concluded that of these, 34 per cent were directly or
indirectly financed or owned by Dutch financing and holding
companies. It furthermore highlighted that the vast majority
of Dutch financing and holding companies had no employees
at all, and based on an analysis of the setups, it concluded
that there was a high risk that several of the companies
had been set up ‘with the main purpose of avoiding
corporate income and/or withholding taxes to be paid to the
governments of the five developing countries.’1023
As the former Minister for Foreign Trade and Development
Cooperation Lilianne Ploumen noted in the policy coherence
for development action plan from 2016, ‘policy coherence
for development is often a matter of weighing different
interests’.1024 Although it is positive that the Netherlands has
a detailed strategy on policy coherence for development,
it remains to be seen whether the Netherlands will in the
end have the political will to ensure policy coherence for
development on the issue of taxation.

Transparency
Public country by country reporting (CBCR)
The former Dutch government supported full public
CBCR, meaning corporations should be required to report
on their activities on a country by country basis for all
countries where they operate (as opposed to the European
Commission’s proposal, which would only require reporting
on activities in EU countries and blacklisted countries).1025
However, the government added that an option to ‘comply or
explain’ should be included for multinationals headquartered
outside the EU.1026 In February 2017, the Dutch parliament
responded to this by adopting a resolution calling on the
government to negotiate at EU level a proposal for full CBCR,
without a ‘comply or explain’ option.1027
However, the coalition agreement of the new government
only states that the Netherlands will support country by
country reporting with disaggregated data for each EU
country and blacklisted country in which a corporation
operates1028 – in other words, supporting the position of the
European Commission. This position is problematic, because
it would still allow multinational corporations to hide profits
in countries not covered by the CBCR requirements.1029
The new government has provided no further public
information on their position regarding public country by
country reporting, so it is unclear whether the Netherlands
is now against full public CBCR.

Ownership transparency
The Netherlands is currently preparing legislation for an
ultimate beneficial ownership register. In April 2017, a public
consultation1030 was held, and it seems the intention of the
new government is to send the final legislative proposal to
parliament in early 2018.1031
According to draft rules currently under consideration, access
to beneficial ownership information will be made publicly
accessible.1032 However, the draft rules also foresee certain
restrictions on how individuals will be able to search the
register, which may impede the efficacy of the register. For
instance, individuals will only be available to search by the
name of the legal entity, and not the name of the beneficial
owner. Users will also need to register in order to be able to
access the register, and fees (not exceeding the administrative
costs) are also envisaged for searching the database.1033
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The proposal from the former Dutch government did not
include owners of trusts in the public register, with the
argument that Dutch law does not provide opportunities
for establishing trusts.1034 It is not yet clear what the new
government’s position will be on the ultimate beneficial
ownership register.
Before the new government was established, the
Netherlands supported the European Commission’s
proposal for revision of the 4th Anti-Money Laundering
Directive (AMLD). This included support for the
establishment of public beneficial ownership registers,
‘provided that sufficient privacy safeguards are in place’.1035 It
is not yet clear what the new government’s position on the
ongoing AMLD negotiations will be.

International commitments
The Netherlands signed the OECD’s BEPS Convention in
June 2017.1043 Compared to other countries covered by this
report, Netherlands has submitted very few reservations
to the convention. Out of the 11 articles that civil society
organisations have called on governments to adopt, the
Netherlands has only opted out of one (see table 7 in
chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’).
Unfortunately, the Netherlands has also opted in to both
of the articles that civil society organisations have warned
against, including article 18 on secret binding arbitration
(see chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS
Convention’, including table 8).

Tax practices
Taxation
Tax treaties
The Netherlands generally follows the OECD model when
negotiating tax treaties with developing countries, but says
it is also ‘willing to accept several UN provisions’.1036
A number of existing tax treaties with developing countries
will be renegotiated in the coming five years, including with
Malawi, Kenya, Zambia, Ghana, Zimbabwe and Indonesia.1037
The Netherlands is also negotiating with Mozambique to sign
the first tax treaty between the two countries.1038 The Dutch
government states that: ‘the proceedings of the meetings are
confidential but the Ministry of Finance publishes upcoming treaty
negotiations and stakeholders are invited to inform the Ministry on
all aspects that can be relevant for the negotiations.’1039
In total, the Netherlands has 49 tax treaties with developing
countries, which is well above the average (41.77) among the
countries covered by this report.1040 The average reduction
of developing country tax rates within those treaties –
3.57 percentage points – is also above the average (3.39
percentage points) among the countries covered in this
report.1041 Furthermore, following a full assessment of the
content of the treaties, seven of the Dutch tax treaties with
developing countries were ranked by ActionAid as being ‘very
restrictive’ treaties, which give particular cause for concern
due to the strong restrictions they impose on the taxing rights
of developing countries (see also table 5 in chapter 4.5 on
‘Bilateral tax treaties’).1042
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The former Dutch government long obstructed an EU
measure to shut down a tax dodging structure frequently
used by companies to avoid paying tax in the United States,
by shifting profits via the Netherlands (the so-called ‘CV/BV
structure’).1044 Afraid that abolishing this structure would
cost the country jobs, the government tried to get the EU to
delay implementation of the measure until 2024.1045
After the Dutch parliament adopted a resolution1046 calling
on the government to support the measure’s introduction
in 2019, the Dutch government reached a compromise
in February 2017 with the EU.1047 The measure will now
be implemented by 31 December 2021.1048 Corporate tax
advisors have pointed out that a delay in implementation
provides opportunities for setting up alternative structures,
and that there are ‘various transitional and longer term
solutions that can be considered.’1049
During the Paradise Papers scandal, the Dutch CV/BV
structure once again received media attention, as it was
alleged that Nike was making use of this structure to avoid
taxation.1050 In response to questions regarding its tax
arrangements, Nike responded with the statement ‘Nike fully
complies with tax regulations.’1051
In July 2017, Dutch newspaper NRC Handelsblad reported
how the Dutch government offered tax incentives in a bid
to convince an Israeli company, Israel Chemicals, to open
its European headquarters in Amsterdam.1052 Internal
government documents acquired through a freedom of
information request showed how the Netherlands Foreign
Investment Agency (NFIA), which is part of the Ministry
of Economic Affairs, between 2011 and 2015 advertised
possibilities to avoid taxation in the Netherlands to Israel
Chemicals, and the possibility of negotiating a tailor-made
tax ruling with the Dutch tax service.1053

Netherlands

An email from February 2012 revealed how the NFIA
presented to Israel Chemicals the possibility of negotiating
‘an effective tax rate of around 5 per cent to 12.5 per cent’,
while the statutory tax rate in the Netherlands is 25 per
cent.1054 The Netherlands was competing with Switzerland
to attract the company to its jurisdiction. In 2014, Israel
Chemical’s CEO used that as leverage to convince the Dutch
government to offer him a tax package that could rival
the Swiss proposal.1055 This led to a situation whereby the
corporation will pay an effective tax rate in the range of 10
per cent in the Netherlands.1056
In response to the news story, the government argued that
the Dutch tax service never negotiates about the tax rate or
tax base with companies, as these are determined by the law:
‘these are the same for everyone – whether you have a ruling or
not’.1057 The previous government’s State Secretary for Finance,
however, also stated that, while companies can never negotiate
a tax rate discount, there are in fact ‘tax base narrowers’ that
corporations can make use of, such as the patent box.
Another way for multinationals to ensure a narrowing of
the tax base is by agreeing on a favourable transfer pricing
method with the government as part of a tax ruling. The
decision about transfer pricing approaches is made by the
tax authority – in part based on information provided by the
corporation.1058 However, since the transfer pricing rules
are anything but an exact science, the decision on transfer
pricing approaches leaves a lot of room for interpretation
and discretion within the tax authority.1059 Hence, there is
space for negotiation.
When the tax base is narrowed, it means the corporation
will be taxed on a lower amount of its income, and thus, the
effective tax rate can become much lower than the statutory
tax rate. So in terms of the outcome, there is no significant
difference between negotiating on the statutory tax rate or
the tax base. Therefore, while the Dutch government may
not negotiate on the statutory tax rate, it is in fact possible
that the Dutch government and a corporation such as Israel
Chemicals can discuss how much tax the corporation should
be charged in the Netherlands.

The Dutch government also uses other tools to attract
multinational corporations. NRC Handelsblad revealed that
the NFIA has been making regular financial contributions
(up to €25,000 each) for tax advice to multinationals that are
negotiating a ruling with the Dutch tax authorities.1060 In the
past five years, the NFIA has co-financed tax advice for 11
multinationals to the tune of €234,000.1061 The Ministry of
Economic Affairs states that it is very reticent in making these
contributions, and will only do so when there is a significant
chance the corporation will move to the Netherlands.1062
In response to these revelations, the Dutch parliament
adopted two resolutions calling on the government to
immediately abandon this practice of funding tax advice for
multinationals.1063 The Ministry of Economic Affairs says
that it will now indeed stop this practice, but also notes that
it will ‘reflect’ on how it can continue to promote the Dutch
investment climate.1064

Tax rate
Between 2000 and 2011, the Dutch corporate income tax
rate for profits over €200,000 fell from 35 per cent to
25 per cent.1065 The current corporate tax rate is 25 per
cent for profits over €200,000 and 20 per cent for profits
below €200,000 (the so-called SME-tariff).1066 At the time,
the government argued it reduced tax rates because it
feared the Netherlands would no longer be competitive in
light of other EU member states lowering their rates.1067
Fast forward to 2017, and the newly formed centre-right
government will again lower the corporate income tax rate,
given the ‘developments in neighbouring countries’.1068 The
tariff for profits over €200,000 will be reduced to 21 per
cent in 2021, and the tariff for profits below €200,000 will
go down to 16 per cent. This reduction will, according to the
government, be paid for with the increased tax revenue as a
result of anti-tax dodging measures.1069
Furthermore, the new government intends to abolish the
withholding tax on dividends (currently 15 per cent), likely a
result of successful corporate lobbying.1070 This is projected
to cost the public purse €1.4 billion from 2020 onwards.1071
The government will also introduce some measures that are
supposed to combat tax dodging. A withholding tax will be
implemented on dividends, interest and royalty payments
to low-tax jurisdictions, and ‘in abuse situations’ (these are
not defined, which makes it uncertain when and where this
tax will apply). Furthermore, the government would like to
increase the tax rate associated with the Dutch patent box
from five to seven per cent (however, it should be noted that
this rate is still very low). To combat the tax dodging method
of earnings-stripping, the government will also, as part
of the measures required by the EU’s Anti-Tax Avoidance
Directive, introduce a limitation on interest deductions.1072
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To what extent these measures will actually curb
tax dodging remains to be seen, especially given the
government’s decision to simultaneously reduce the
corporate income tax rate and abolish the withholding
tax on dividends – a measure that could open up new
opportunities for tax avoidance.
The Netherlands does not provide calculations of
government revenue losses due to corporate tax incentives
or tax cuts. Research by Oxfam Novib shows that tax
revenue in 2011 was €4.3 billion less than in 2000, largely
as a result of a 10 per cent cut in the corporate income
tax, while corporate profits grew in the same period.1073
Research by the non-governmental organisation SOMO and
the Dutch trade union confederation FNV estimates that,
between 2005 and 2014, the Dutch government lost out on
€1.5 billion per year, likely as a result of tax dodging by 93
companies listed on the Amsterdam stock exchange.1074

Tax rulings
A major scandal in 2017 revolved around the revelation of an
internal government memo from 2015 describing the different
possible tax structures most commonly used in two different
types of Dutch tax rulings – advance pricing agreements
(APAs) and advance tax rulings (ATRs).1075 The memo,1076
obtained through a freedom of information request, describes
10 different corporate ownership and/or financing structures,
and why these are important to the Dutch ‘fiscal investment
climate’. It illustrates how Dutch tax rulings can be used in a
variety of ways for tax planning (i.e. tax avoidance) purposes.
The Dutch government had never before shared such
information with parliament or the public, despite repeated
questions by Dutch members of parliament over the years
for more detailed information about the content of tax rulings
with (foreign) companies in the Netherlands.1077
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The then State Secretary for Finance noted in his response
to parliament that ‘these tax avoidance structures have been
tolerated for a long time, but are currently a subject of public
debate and can be addressed in the coming years, mainly
through improved exchange of information’. Furthermore he
noted: ‘formally the EU member states have agreed to exchange
rulings, but in reality this happened very rarely to not at all’,
including by the Netherlands, because the government
deemed it ‘not to be relevant for other countries’. The State
Secretary admitted however that ‘with today’s insights […]
there would have been more exchange of information’.1078
Regardless of whether tax rulings are exchanged between
countries, the information shared with parliaments and the
broader public will in all likelihood remain very limited, since
such exchange of information is carried out confidentially
between tax administrations.1079 Over the last few years,
the public has only been informed about the total amount
of APAs in force in each EU member state. However, unlike
other EU countries, the Netherlands does not even report
to the European Commission on the total amount of APAs in
force.1080 Instead, the Netherlands has reported the number
of APAs granted in the last few years. In 2015, this number
was 236, compared to 203 in 2014.1081 There are has been no
reporting on the number of ATRs granted or in force.
During the Paradise Papers scandal, the Dutch tax ruling
system once again received attention, this time due to an
APA that the Netherlands had given to Procter & Gamble
(P&G) in 2008. According to media reports, the APA had
ensured P&G a tax break of an estimated US$169 million
(or over €140 million).1082 There were no allegations that
the tax ruling as such was illegal, but when it turned out
the ruling had only been signed by one inspector, the Dutch
Deputy Minister of Finance underlined that this was a
violation of Dutch procedures, which requires rulings to be
vetted by several people.1083 In response, the government
will be reviewing over 4,000 rulings offered to international
corporations between 2012 and 2016.1084

Netherlands

Global solutions

Conclusion

The previous government did not support the establishment
of an intergovernmental UN tax body. The Ministry of Finance
argued that ‘effective international fiscal cooperation is now
best pursued in the context of the BEPS Inclusive Framework’.1085
There are no indications that the new government will take a
different approach on the issue. The Netherlands is involved
in various bilateral1086 and multilateral1087 initiatives to provide
technical assistance and capacity development to developing
countries on tax matters and involve them in the BEPS
Inclusive Framework.1088

In terms of corporate taxation, Netherlands is among the
frontrunners in the global race to the bottom, and the
tax system in the Netherlands remains an issue of major
concern. While announcing an intention to implement a
withholding tax on payments of royalties, interests and
dividends to low-tax jurisdictions, the new government has
at the same time announced new problematic measures,
such as the abolishment of the withholding tax on dividends
and – not least – the lowering of the statutory corporate tax
rate. Furthermore, for the foreseeable future, it does not
seem likely that there will be a fundamental reconsideration
of harmful tax practices such as the Dutch patent box, or the
culture of offering very generous tax rulings to attract even
more multinational corporations to the Netherlands.
The Dutch tax treaty system also remains an issue of concern.
The total number of treaties with developing countries, as
well as the average reduction in tax rates introduced through
those treaties, are both above average. Furthermore, a number
of Dutch treaties with developing countries qualify as ‘very
restrictive treaties’, which impose relatively high limitations on
the taxing rights of developing countries.
While it was positive that the previous government
supported full public country by country reporting, the
proposal of offering foreign multinationals an opportunity to
‘comply or explain’ was problematic. It is also problematic
that the new government has not yet publicly confirmed that
the Netherlands still supports full public country by country
reporting.
It would be positive if the Netherlands carries out its
plan to introduce a public register of beneficial owners of
companies. However, the plan to only allow searches on
company names, but not the names of owners, will limit the
usefulness of such a register.
Finally, although the position of the new government
is still unknown, it is concerning that the previous
Dutch government was opposed to the establishment
of an intergovernmental UN tax body, which would give
developing countries a truly equal say in global decisionmaking on tax matters.
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"Aggressive tax planning is an unethical
way to tap countries for income. All
countries are affected by this, but it is
especially important for poor countries
that most need the income."
Prime Minister Erna Solberg
8 June 2017, Anti-Corruption Conference, Oslo1089

Overview
Early in 2017, a government-appointed commission unveiled
its proposal for a Norwegian beneficial ownership registry.1090
However, some transparency campaigners see this as a
very weak proposal, since the registry would not be open to
the public, would not include listed companies and nominee
accounts, and would register only very large shareholders.1091
In April 2017, the Norwegian Sovereign Wealth Fund (‘the Fund’)
called for companies around the world to be more transparent
about their tax behaviour.1092 The Fund is one of the largest of its
kind in the world, with investments in companies worldwide.1093
In new guidance to the companies in which it invests, the Fund
called on companies to pay their taxes where economic value
is generated, and furthermore underlined that ‘Multinational
enterprises should publish country by country breakdowns of how
and where their business model generates economic value, where
that value is taxed, and the amount of tax paid as a result. Where
companies choose not to apply such transparency principles, they
should be ready publicly to state why.’1094
In June 2017, the Fund also announced it would no longer hold its
real estate holdings through subsidiaries in Luxembourg and the
United States.1095 This followed on the heels of criticism levelled
at the Fund for maintaining real estate investments through
subsidiaries in these countries in order to benefit from low
tax rates and tax exemptions. Instead, the investments will be
held directly through a Norwegian subsidiary from now on.1096

Tax and development
Norway is a member of the Addis Tax Initiative (ATI), and
has pledged to double its support for domestic revenue
mobilisation by 2020.1097 In spite of this, Norway has not yet
published a plan on its proposed contribution to reaching this
goal. Norway has been a champion of the agenda to combat
international capital flight and illicit financial flows, and has
helped to build the capacity of civil society organisations in
this area. However, according to evaluations conducted by the
Norwegian Agency for Development Cooperation (Norad), this
work has been accorded less priority since 2013.1098
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As a member of the Addis Tax Initiative, Norway has also
committed to ensuring policy coherence for development
on the issue of taxation.1099 Norway does not yet have a
government strategy on this issue, but the government has
announced that it will put forward a proposal.1100 In its annual
budget for the financial year 2016, the Norwegian government
committed to significantly reducing by 2030 ‘illicit financial
and arms flows, [strengthening] the recovery and return of
stolen assets and [combatting] all forms of organised crime’.1101
The government highlighted several ways in which Norway
has been contributing to these goals, including through its
ownership strategy for large companies; through its action
plan on business and human rights; and through the adoption
of UN and Organisation for Economic Co-operation and
Development (OECD) anti-corruption conventions. On illicit
financial flows, Norway highlights that it has pushed the
World Bank to be more progressive on this issue; has adopted
country by country reporting for the extractive sector; intends
to introduce a beneficial ownership registry; and supports the
Addis Tax Initiative.1102 In 2016, Norway also commissioned
an independent study of the country’s tax treaties with
developing countries.1103

Transparency
Public country by country reporting (CBCR)
In December 2016, Norway amended the Tax Administration
Act with the addition of a new article to implement country
by country reporting, as required by the OECD’s BEPS
agreement.1104 The first reporting by multinationals will be
required from 31 December 2017 onwards, based on figures
from the financial year 2016.1105 During parliamentary
negotiations on the proposed rules, the Norwegian
parliament voted to demand that any companies subject to
this law would also be required to make this information
publicly available. The Norwegian parliament has also
asked the government to push for the OECD to make public
country by country reporting the standard for all sectors.1106
However, the vote by parliament to make information
publicly availably has not yet been followed up by the
Norwegian government.
In 2014, Norway introduced limited country by country
reporting for the extractives and logging industries, but civil
society organisations argued that this reporting regime was
ineffective and had several clear loopholes.1107 One important
loophole was the fact that corporations were only required
to report on their activities in countries where they engage in
physical extraction of natural resources, and thus corporations
can avoid reporting on their activities in tax havens.

Norway

In December 2016, the government published a revised
directive on the country by country reporting requirement of
extractives and logging companies.1108 This strengthened the
accounting requirements on several points, notably in that, as
a general rule, information in the reports should now come
from audited annual accounts. However, the directive has
still been formulated in a way that allows companies to avoid
publishing figures on their activities in jurisdictions where no
resource extraction is taking place, including tax havens.1109
In the summer of 2017, the government started on the task of
evaluating the effectiveness of this current regime.1110

Whistleblower protection
Compared to other countries, reports indicate that there
are more instances of whistleblowing in Norway. Among
those who raise concerns of wrongdoing in their workplace,
a higher number of whistleblowers seem to have success
in coming forward.1111 However, labour market studies
have also found an increase over the last decade in the
proportion of employees who face reprisals because of
whistleblowing.1112 Although the government sought to
strengthen the legal framework relating to whistleblowing
in 2017, critics still claim that legal protection remains very
weak.1113 One major concern is that the legislation does not
take freedom of speech as a starting point. Critics argue
that whistleblower legislation actually forbids freedom
of speech unless certain conditions are met, for instance
that concerns raised are of a serious nature and that the
whistleblowing is conducted in a ‘responsible manner’.1114

Ownership transparency
A government-appointed commission unveiled proposals
for a Norwegian beneficial ownership registry earlier this
year.1115 The commission’s proposals are currently being
considered by the Ministry of Finance, which is expected
to unveil its plans for next steps between 2017 and 2018.
However, civil society organisations have criticised
the commission’s proposal for a beneficial ownership
registry.1116 Under the proposed rules, the register would
not be open to the public, and only those with a ‘legitimate
interest’ will be able to access the information.1117

Civil society organisations have also expressed concerns
that the definition of ‘legitimate interest’ has been
restrictively defined, and will be decided on a case-bycase basis.1118 For instance, under the current rules, the
Norwegian tax authorities would not be given access to
the information in most cases. The proposed register will
also not include listed companies, and would register
only very large shareholders that own over 25 per cent
of the company, not the beneficial owners per se.1119 The
proposed registry also excludes trusts and other similar
legal instruments. Senior managing officials will be allowed
to be registered as the beneficial owner, in cases where no
beneficial owner can be identified.1120
In 2014, the Norwegian parliament voted to introduce a
public shareholder register for Norwegian companies.1121
The Norwegian government will be legally required to
introduce legislation to establish such a public shareholder
register. However, the proposed shareholder register is
expected to only cover the formal owners, the registered
shareholders, and not necessarily the beneficial owners.1122
The government is expected to propose legislation on the
introduction of the register in the first half of 2018.

Taxation
Tax treaties
In total, Norway has 43 tax treaties with developing countries,
which is above average (41.77) among the countries covered
by this report.1123 The average reduction of developing country
tax rates within those treaties – 2.92 percentage points –
is below the average (3.39 percentage points) among the
countries covered in this report.1124 Furthermore, following
a full assessment of their content, seven of Norway’s tax
treaties with developing countries were ranked by ActionAid
as being ‘very restrictive’ treaties, which give particular
cause for concern due to the strong restrictions they impose
on the taxing rights of developing countries (see also table 5
in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties’).1125
Norway is conducting ongoing tax treaty negotiations
with several countries, including Egypt, Kuwait, Malaysia,
Singapore and Thailand.1126 The treaties are generally based
on the OECD model, although treaties with developing
countries often include elements from the UN model.1127
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Norway

International commitments

Global solutions

Norway signed the OECD’s BEPS Convention in June 2017.
Compared to other countries covered by this report, Norway
has submitted very few reservations to the convention.
Out of the 11 articles that civil society organisations have
called on governments to adopt, the Netherlands has
only opted out of two (see table 7 in chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax
sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’). Equally positive,
Norway has opted out of one of the articles that civil society
organisations have warned against, namely article 18 on
secret binding arbitration (see chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku –
the OECD’s BEPS Convention’, including table 8).
1128

Harmful tax practices
The corporate tax rate was lowered to 25 per cent in
2016, and to 24 per cent in 2017.1129 The government
plans to reduce this further to 23 per cent in 2018.1130 The
government’s main argument for lowering the corporate
income tax rate is that Norway is under pressure from
international tax competition.1131
Bilateral or multilateral advance pricing agreements (APAs)
are awarded by the Norwegian tax authorities. Originally,
the APA procedures focused on the pricing of natural gas,
but according to tax advisors, Norway is also running a pilot
programme in which APAs can be issued for other transfer
pricing matters too.1132 Norway does not report publicly
on the total number of APAs in force, but publishes yearly
information about the number of APAs approved. This data
shows that Norway approved four APAs in 2014, one in
2015 and three in 2016.1133 Since APAs are normally valid
for several years, this would in all likelihood mean that a
minimum of eight APAs were in force at the end of 2016.
Norway also issues general binding advance tax rulings
to individuals as well as companies. Some rulings are
published in an anonymous form on the website of the tax
administration.1134
According to research conducted at the Norwegian School
of Economics, multinationals operating in Norway report
on average 24 per cent lower profits than companies with
operations in just Norway alone. Even accounting for all other
possible explanatory factors, this discrepancy is an indicator
of profit shifting by multinationals out of Norway. As a result,
the researchers concluded that as much as four per cent of
the Norwegian corporate tax take was lost in 2012.1135
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Norway did not take a strong public stance in favour of
the global tax body at the Financing for Development
conference in Addis Ababa in July 2015, perhaps because it
was co-facilitating the negotiations.1136 It remains to be seen
whether this stance will change following recent elections.

Conclusion
The Norwegian parliament has requested that the
government moves forward when it comes to transparency
– both by calling on the government to support public
country by country reporting, as well as by requesting
a legislative proposal to introduce a public shareholder
register in Norway. However, the government has yet to
follow up, and therefore the situation is currently uncertain.
Meanwhile, the Finance Ministry is currently considering
the proposal to establish a register of the real – ‘beneficial’
– owners of companies and trusts, which was put forward
by a government-appointed committee earlier this year.
Unfortunately, this proposal did not include a public register
of beneficial owners, but rather a register with quite strict
limitations on access.
Norway’s tax treaty network gives rise to certain concerns,
in particular due to a high number of ‘very restrictive’
treaties with developing countries, which impose significant
limitations on the taxing rights of those countries.
When it comes to the corporate tax rate, it seems that
Norway has slowly started engaging in the global race to the
bottom, by gradually reducing the rate. On a positive note,
Norway does not have patent box or other very harmful
measures, and the number of advance pricing agreements
is still relatively low.
On the issue of establishing an intergovernmental UN tax
body, which could give developing countries a truly equal
say in global standard-setting on tax matters, Norway’s
position is currently unclear.

Poland

"Each zloty that is drained from the state
through tax fraud and does not reach the
budget is a zloty which reduces the state’s
ability to implement public tasks important
for all citizens."
Prime Minister Beata Szydło
July 20161137

EU Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)
The Polish government supports a prudent approach
towards implementing a Common Consolidated Corporate
Tax Base. At an Economic and Financial Affairs Council
(ECOFIN) hearing in May 2017, the Polish Minister of
Economic Development and Finance Mateusz Morawiecki
said that there are potential advantages to implementing
a CCCTB, including a smaller administrative burden and
reduced compliance costs for firms. He also said that any
eventual rules that are established would need to safeguard
the stability of Polish public finances.1146

Overview

Tax and development

In 2017, the Polish Ministry of Finance intensified its focus
on tackling tax dodging, taking a number of ambitious
steps forward as it committed to spending larger sums
of government revenue on social programmes.1138 For
example, the Polish government has put forward a proposal
to introduce a public register of beneficial owners of
companies, as well as a new proposal that would require
large corporations to publish yearly data on their revenue,
expenses, earned income and taxes due.1139

Poland has identified the fight against problems such as tax
avoidance and money laundering as priority issues in its
Multiannual Development Cooperation Programme of 2016
to 2020.1147 Poland is committed to policy coherence for
development, and the Polish Ministry of Finance has committed
to drafting an annual action plan in cooperation with the Polish
Ministry of Foreign Affairs to deliver on this priority.1148

In January 2017, new rules to tackle fraud with value added
tax (VAT) through so-called ‘VAT carousels’ entered into
force, closing loopholes and allowing the Polish government
to collect more tax revenue.1140 Tax fraud through VAT
carousel schemes are estimated to cost the Polish state
40 billion zlotys per year (€9.4 billion).1141 Carousel fraud is
carried out by fraudsters who import goods VAT-free from
other countries, then sell on the goods to domestic buyers
and charge these customers VAT. The selling companies
then disappear without paying any taxes owed to the
government. The new rules introduce stricter penalties
and financial sanctions on VAT fraudsters. Companies can
now also be removed from the VAT register, if authorities
determine that companies are involved in VAT fraud or
choose not to cooperate with the Polish tax authorities.1142
The Polish government also announced in November 2016
that it would close an important loophole in the Polish tax
code for investment funds. Since 1 January 2017, closedend investment funds – which, unlike open-ended funds,
issue a fixed number of shares that are not redeemable
from the fund – no longer benefit from a general corporate
income tax exemption.1143 According to the Finance Ministry,
the exemption from tax obligations meant that closed-end
investment funds were frequently misused for tax dodging
purposes.1144 The new rules are expected to generate
revenues for the Polish government of 2 to 2.5 billion zlotys
(€0.5 to €0.6 billion).1145

Poland does not have any plans to conduct a detailed impact
assessment measuring the effects of its tax policies on
developing countries.

Transparency
Public country by country reporting (CBCR)
In June 2017, the Polish Ministry of Finance introduced an
amendment to the Corporate Income Tax Act that would
require 2,000 of the largest companies in Poland to publicly
disclose their tax information. Under the envisaged rules,
the targeted companies would be required to disclose: their
taxpayer name and identification number; the relevant tax
year; revenue; incurred expenses; earned income or loss;
and amount of tax due.1149 The Polish Ministry of Finance has
argued that the new rules will discourage tax avoidance by
large multinationals.1150
The Polish government’s proposal indicates that it supports
increased transparency regarding the activities and tax
payments of multinational corporations. However, as
regards the ongoing EU negotiations about introducing full
public country by country reporting at the EU level, Poland’s
position still is unknown.
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Poland

Whistleblower protection
In 2016, the Ministry of Justice consulted with stakeholders
about the potential to introduce whistleblower protection
legislation,1151 but no proposal has yet been put forward.
The Polish Ombudsman, Adam Bodnar, has appealed for
whistleblower protection and underlined that it should not be
limited to employees, but should also be extended to those
working under temporary contracts and the self-employed.1152

Ownership transparency
Poland has not yet transposed the 4th Anti-Money
Laundering Directive (AMLD) into Polish law. Although as
of late 2017, the legislation was proceeding through the
Polish parliament.1153 Under the current draft rules, a person
will be considered a beneficial owner of a company if they
own 25 per cent or more of the total number of shares of a
company.1154 If no beneficial owner can be identified, then a
senior managing official can be identified as the beneficial
owner instead.1155 Free access to the public registry is
envisaged under the current draft rules, and the information
will be made available in an open data format that is
machine readable.1156
Whereas in previous years the Polish government opposed
public access to beneficial ownership registers, the Ministry
of Finance has said that it now supports the European
Commission’s proposal to establish public beneficial
ownership registers for companies and business-related
trusts in Europe.1157 Poland also supports the idea of
ensuring that all the national beneficial ownership registers
in the European Union are inter-connected.1158 Under the
current 4th AMLD legislation, Poland has not set up a central
register for the beneficial ownership information of trusts.
However, following the conclusions of negotiations in the
EU on the revised 4th AMLD, Poland intends to implement
legislation to centrally register the beneficial owners of
trusts who are living in Poland.1159
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Taxation
Tax treaties
Poland currently has 41 tax treaties with developing
countries, which is just below average (41.77) among the
countries covered by this report.1160 The average reduction
of developing country tax rates within those1161 treaties – 1.9
percentage points – is significantly below the average (3.39
percentage points) among the countries covered in this
report.1162 However, what the average number does not show
is that Poland has several specific treaties that are so-called
‘very restrictive treaties’, because of the strong limitations
they impose on the taxing rights of the developing countries
that have signed them. Poland generally follows the OECD
model when negotiating tax treaties with developing
countries, but may refer to elements from the UN model,
depending on the treaty partner.1163

International commitments
Poland has signed the OECD BEPS Convention and
submitted relatively few reservations. Out of the 11 articles
that civil society organisations have called on governments
to adopt, Poland has only opted out of four (see table 7 in
chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’).
Another positive fact is that Poland has also opted out of
one of the articles that civil society organisations have
warned against, namely the commitment to secret binding
arbitration (see chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku – the OECD’s
BEPS Convention’, including table 8).

Tax practices
Poland provides investment incentives related to business
activities carried out in 14 Special Economic Zones (SEZs),
where it is estimated that around 1,700 businesses
operate.1164 In order to enjoy the tax benefits associated
with these SEZs, a business must obtain a permit from the
Polish Ministry of Economic Development.1165 Companies
operating within SEZs are able to receive corporate income
tax exemptions based on the investment expenditures and
their labour costs. The exact tax incentives granted to SEZ
companies depend on the project location and the size of
the enterprise. For large enterprises, the corporate income
tax exemption granted can be as high as 50 per cent of the
eligible costs.1166 In 2013, the Polish council of ministers
chose to extend tax benefits to firms operating within the
SEZs to 31 December 2026.1167

Poland

Tax rate

Conclusion

As of 1 January 2017, a lower corporate income tax was
introduced by the Polish government for small companies
(whose sales revenue is less than 1.2 million zloty or €0.3
million).1168 It is estimated that the reduced corporate tax
rate of 15 per cent will benefit 90 per cent of corporate
income tax payers, nearly 400,000 companies.1169 The
standard corporate tax rate is 19 per cent.1170

Although Poland has not yet introduced a register of
beneficial owners, it is very positive that the government
has put forward a legislative proposal that would make the
future register of company owners public. The fact that
Poland intends to expand the register to cover beneficial
owners of trusts living in Poland is also welcome.

Tax rulings
Polish law allows for advance pricing agreements (APAs),
and a special procedure to process APAs is outlined on the
Ministry of Finance website.1171 According to data from the
European Commission, Poland had a total of 16 unilateral,
and 4 bi- or multilateral, APAs in force at the end of 2015.1172

Global solutions
Poland has a representative acting as an expert in the
UN’s Committee of Experts on International Cooperation
in Tax Matters,1173 and supports UN processes assisting
developing countries on tax. However, the government states
that it sees a need to analyse the establishment of a UN
intergovernmental body on tax before deciding its position.1174

As regards corporate transparency, it is equally welcome
that the government has presented a legislative proposal
to ensure public access to key data on business activities
and tax liabilities of large corporations operating in Poland.
Hopefully, Poland will take the same progressive stand
on the issue of introducing full public country by country
reporting across the EU.
On the issue of taxation, Poland’s tax treaty network
remains an issue of concern, in particular since Poland has
several ‘very restrictive’ tax treaties, which impose strong
limitations on the taxing rights of the developing countries
that have signed them.
Recently, Poland has introduced a number of new initiatives
to limit tax dodging. Although Poland issues unilateral
advance pricing agreements, the amount of deals with
multinational corporations is still limited.
On the question of whether an intergovernmental UN tax
body should be established, Poland remains undecided.
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Slovenia

"Without the coordinated action of all
countries and jurisdictions, it is not
possible to prevent the drainage or hiding
of assets abroad."
Mateja Vraničar Erman
Minister of Finance, Slovenia1175

Overview
2017 has been another year where tax scandals featured
high in the media in Slovenia. The Azerbaijani Laundromat
scandal1176 – a complex money-laundering operation that
was uncovered in September 2017 – had a strong impact on
Slovenian domestic politics. In the aftermath of the scandal,
the head of the Slovenian National Party, Zmago Jelinčič
Plemeniti, dropped out of the electoral race for Slovenian
president, after it had been alleged that he had received
over €25,000 of Azerbaijani money.1177 Slovenia also featured
in the so-called ‘Russian Laundromat’ scandal, which broke
earlier in 2017. In total, the Organized Crime and Corruption
Reporting Project (OCCRP), which exposed the scandal,
estimated that over €13 million of laundered money from
Russia ended up in Slovenia.1178
The Slovenian government has continued its tax reform
initiatives, most of which aim to tackle domestic challenges
to the tax system. In 2017, the government announced that
a measure introduced in 2016 – certified cash registers that
are electronically connected to the tax administration1179 –
generated an extra income of €81 million.1180 Over half of
this, €43 million, was due to increased payments of value
added tax (VAT).
In 2017, the government also increased the corporate
income tax rate from 17 to 19 per cent,1181 which is expected
to increase the effective corporate tax rate from 11.5 to 13.2
per cent.1182

EU Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)
The Slovenian government supports the rules and
provisions in the European Commission’s proposal for
a CCCTB,1183 but has called for a gradual introduction of
the new rules.1184 The government also supports the tax
incentives that the European Commission has included in
the proposal, including the super-deduction for research
and development expenses and the new incentives for
equity financing.1185
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Tax and development
Slovenia supports the Centre of Excellence in Finance
(CEF),1186 an international organisation that builds the
capacity of finance officials in South East Europe.1187 As a
member of the Addis Tax Initiative (ATI), Slovenia supports
measures to enhance domestic resource mobilisation in
developing countries, predominantly through CEF’s work on
capacity development. For instance, in 2016, the Slovenian
government supported two seminars and workshops on
Auditing Multinational Enterprises to Detect and Address
BEPS Concerns and Market Value Based Taxation of
Real Property.1188 Slovenia also gave some small-scale
assistance for activities on tax and customs matters to
Montenegro and Kosovo in 2014.1189
As part of its commitment to the Addis Tax Initiative,
Slovenia has committed to ensuring policy coherence for
development on the issue of taxation,1190 but the government
has not yet published an official strategy to set out its
approach. However, a strategy on development cooperation
and humanitarian aid is currently being prepared, and is
expected to elaborate the government’s approach to policy
coherence for development in more detail.1191
Slovenia is not planning to carry out an impact assessment
on how its tax policies affect developing countries.1192

Transparency
Public country by country reporting (CBCR)
Slovenia supports the European Commission’s proposal
for public CBCR, based on a threshold for companies with a
minimum turnover of €750 million.1193 However, the Slovenian
government believes that the reporting requirement
for CBCR should be extended to all countries where a
multinational corporation is present. The government also
supports the Commission’s assessment that the CBCR
proposal should be treated as an issue of accounting,1194
although the Ministry of Finance has been vocal about
changing the legal basis of the Directive to a ‘tax file’.1195 As
explained in chapter 5.8.3 on ‘Allowing citizens to know what
multinationals pay in taxes’, a change in legal base would in
reality mean that the European Parliament is excluded from
decision-making, and the decision will require unanimity
among EU member states – a change which is expected to
result in a much less ambitious outcome.1196

Slovenia

The Slovenian government supports the European
Parliament’s proposal to require multinationals to
publish the data in an open data and machine-readable
formation.1197 The government also favours requiring the
publication of the reports in a public registry (such as the
current business registry of Slovenia, AJPES, which is also
a platform for the developing beneficial ownership register),
rather than being on individual companies’ websites.1198

Access to the data for name, residence, interest/form of
control and date of registration will be public and free of
charge, but data on the date of birth and nationality of the
beneficial owner will only be accessible to those with a
‘legitimate interest’.1209 However, current Slovenian law
does not stipulate how ‘legitimate interest’ is defined, and it
remains unclear who precisely will have full access to the
register, which is set to be launched by the end of 2017.1210

In line with EU requirements, Slovenia has introduced public
CBCR for banks through the Slovenian Banking Act,1199 as
well as public reporting on payments to governments for
extractive industries through the Slovenian Companies
Act.1200

The definition of a beneficial owner of a company includes
any direct ownership by a natural person of at least 25
per cent of the business share, voting or other rights.1211
Slovenian legislation also allows senior managing officials
to be registered as beneficial owners, when no beneficial
owner can be identified.1212

Whistleblower protection
Slovenia has whistleblower protection in its criminal
law and in its labour law framework.1201 Article 23 of the
Integrity and Prevention of Corruption Act is generally
applicable to whistleblower protection, and includes
protection in tax matters.1202 The Slovenian Commission
for the Prevention of Corruption supports the notion that
whistleblowers who reveal information about multinational
corporations’ tax avoidance should be protected from
legal prosecution. However, the Integrity and Prevention of
Corruption Act determines that whistleblowers may send
classified information only to criminal law enforcement
authorities, or to the Commission for the Prevention of
Corruption.1203 The Slovenian government does not have
an official position on potential EU harmonisation of
whistleblower protection, and will only take a position when
the Commission publishes such a proposal.1204

Ownership transparency
In November 2016, the EU’s 4th Anti-Money Laundering
Directive (AMLD) was transposed into Slovenian national
law through the Act on the Prevention of Money Laundering
and Terrorist Financing.1205 The Act establishes a full public
beneficial ownership register covering any company or trust
that does business or is liable for taxation purposes within
Slovenia.1206 The Slovenian register will not be limited to
entities incorporated in Slovenia. Foreign companies that
are doing business or are liable to pay taxes in Slovenia,
such as companies and trusts registered in the business
register or the tax register, will also be required to disclose
their beneficial ownership information.1207 It remains unclear
whether data will be published in an open data format.
However, the register will be integrated within the existing
Slovenian corporate data system through using common
registration numbers, which will facilitate the administration
and cross-referencing of the data.1208

In order to avoid the state doing business with people
concealing their identity, the new legislation also requires
beneficial ownership checks from The Slovenian State
Holding Company (SDH) and the Bank for Receivables
Management (DUTB) when selling state assets. According
to the director of the Office for the Prevention of Money
Laundering, Darko Muženič, ‘The transaction will not be
concluded if this data is not available.’1213
Slovenia supports the European Commission’s proposal
to introduce public beneficial ownership registers
for companies and business-related trusts, and to
interconnect all national beneficial ownership registers in
the European Union.1214 Slovenia also supports extending
beneficial ownership transparency to include nonbusiness related trusts and similar legal arrangements.1215
However, the government does not support the European
Parliament’s proposal to lower the beneficial ownership
threshold for companies from 25 per cent to 10 per
cent for all companies. It argues that lowering the
threshold would increase administrative burdens, could
be counterproductive, and would not be in line with
international standards.1216 Slovenia does not support the
European Parliament’s proposal to require all trusts to
register their beneficial ownership information, whenever
they have a connection point to the EU.1217

Taxation
Tax treaties
In 2016, Slovenia made changes to its treaty with India, and
the treaty with Kazakhstan entered into force.1218 Slovenia
also ratified new treaties with Morocco1219 and Japan.1220 The
government states that it plans to negotiate new treaties
with developing countries within the next five years, but the
list of countries is not publicly available.1221
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Slovenia

In total, Slovenia has 23 tax treaties with developing
countries, which is the lowest number of treaties among the
countries covered in this report.1222 The average reduction
of tax rates within those treaties is 3.59 percentage points,
which is above the average (3.39 percentage points) among
the countries covered in this report.1223

states.1230

Tax rulings

Slovenia has previously stated that its tax treaties generally
follow the OECD model. However, the latest response from
the Ministry of Finance states that this ‘depends on the
particular [double taxation agreement]. Usually both models
are reflected in the text.’1224

Since January 2017, companies have been able to request
unilateral, bilateral and multilateral advance pricing
agreements (APAs) in Slovenia.1231 As of April 2017, only
one undisclosed company entered into a procedure for
concluding an APA with the state.1232 APAs will not be
publicly available, as they are considered tax secrets. It is
not yet known if a list of the number of signed APAs will be
made available to the public.1233

International commitments

Global solutions

When signing the OECD’s BEPS Convention, countries are
asked to submit a list showing which of their tax treaties
they want to see covered by the Convention. Slovenia has
requested all 58 tax treaties it has with other jurisdictions be
covered by the agreement.1225
Slovenia has also submitted relatively few reservations to
the articles in the Convention. Out of the 11 articles that civil
society organisations have called on governments to adopt,
Slovenia has opted out of three (see table 7 in chapter 5.1.2
on ‘Tax sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’). At the same
time, Slovenia has opted in to both of the articles that civil
society organisations have warned against, including secret
binding arbitration (see chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku – the
OECD’s BEPS Convention’, including table 8).

Tax practices
Slovenia does not strongly promote itself as offering
opportunities to avoid taxation. However, the main website for
foreign investors, Invest Slovenia, promotes the country’s low
corporate income tax rate and abundant choice of tax
incentives to further reduce the tax base.1226 In January 2017,
the newspaper Finance reported that, according to 2015
figures from the Ministry of Finance, 33,000 companies in
Slovenia used tax reliefs worth €1.49 billion. Some 85 per
cent of these tax reliefs are for investments, covering past
losses and for research and development.1227

Tax rate
The corporate tax rate was increased from 17 per cent to
19 per cent as of 1 January 2017.1228 There has been no
announcement about any further changes to the corporate tax
rate. The Ministry of Finance states that the effective corporate
tax rate was 11.3 per cent in 2014, 11.5 per cent in 2015 and
11.7 per cent in 2016.1229 During a parliamentary debate in
September 2016, the Slovenian government highlighted that
the effective tax rate would increase from 11.5 to 13.2 per cent
in 2017 – still a relatively low rate among EU member
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The Slovenian government does not support the
establishment of an intergovernmental body on tax under
the auspices of the UN, and it has not been vocal on this
issue. The government states that the OECD’s Inclusive
Framework on BEPS and the Global Forum for Information
Exchange ‘are suitable and sufficient forums for the
implementation of international taxation standards, and for the
success and efficiency of cooperation in this field.’1234

Conclusion
When it comes to transparency, Slovenia has taken some
very important steps, not least by introducing a public
register of beneficial owners of both companies and
trusts. Although there is still room for improvement, such
as ensuring that the data will be available in a machinereadable format, Slovenia is among the frontrunners in
the EU on this issue. The same is the case for corporate
transparency, where Slovenia supports the introduction of
full country by country reporting across the EU.
Although Slovenia does not have many tax treaties with
developing countries, the reduction of developing country
tax rates introduced through those treaties is above average
among the countries covered in this report. This, and the
fact that Slovenia plans to negotiate more treaties with
developing countries without assessing the risk of harmful
impacts, is concerning.
Slovenia does not seem to be an active participant in
the race to the bottom on corporate tax rates. In fact, by
increasing the corporate tax rate, Slovenia is moving in a
positive direction. However, the tax rate is still relatively low
compared to many other EU countries.
Finally, it is problematic that the Slovenian government
does not support the establishment of an intergovernmental
UN tax body, which would give developing countries a truly
equal say in global decision-making on tax matters.

Spain

‘Those who don’t obey the tax law are
defrauding the rest of society.’
Spanish President Mariano Rajoy1235

Overview
In recent years, Spain has experienced multiple taxrelated scandals involving politicians, companies and many
others.1236 Such scandals continued to emerge in 2017. In
June, the Spanish anti-corruption prosecutor resigned after
it had been revealed that he held a stake in a Panama-based
offshore company that was apparently holding property.1237
While accepting the resignation, the attorney general stated
that he did not believe the anti-corruption prosecutor had
violated the law. The ‘Football Leaks’ scandal also revealed
how top football players in the Spanish League were
allegedly using tax avoidance schemes, most famously
Cristiano Ronaldo, who was accused of moving more
than €150 million to tax havens.1238 The case is currently
being investigated in Spain, and Ronaldo denies breaking the
law.1239 The Malta Leaks scandal meanwhile allegedly
showed that more than €900 million of wealth owned by rich
Spanish families was stashed in Malta, mostly linked to
personal or family assets.1240
In 2017, the Spanish Constitutional Court declared that a ‘tax
amnesty’ implemented in 2012, which allowed individuals
and companies to return undeclared offshore earning at
a reduced tax rate, was illegal and unconstitutional.1241 Over
the past two years, the Spanish government also
implemented a number of tax reforms. In December
2016, for example, a law was passed introducing new
rules on corporate income tax, which restrict the ability
of companies with a turnover greater than €20 million to
carry forward losses and secure double tax credits.1242
The government has also recently approved the new Form
232, which updates some companies’ reporting obligations
involving operations related to transactions with other
parties, and with Spanish blacklisted jurisdictions.1243

Spanish civil society groups are actively engaged in tax
debates, especially through the Platform for Tax Justice.1245
This is calling for a comprehensive review of the criteria
used when determining whether a tax jurisdiction should be
included on the Spanish blacklist of tax havens, and for more
stringent rules to dis-incentivise the use of tax havens.1246

EU Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)
In September 2017, Spain joined France and Germany
to demand greater reforms to tax digital corporations
properly, proposing a tax on their revenues and not just
on their declared profits – a method that can easily be
circumvented if the corporations shift their profits into lowtax jurisdictions.1247 The Spanish government also supports
the European Commission’s proposal for a Common
Consolidated Corporate Tax Base.1248 Spanish Finance
Minister Luis de Guindos has said that the proposed
framework is essential to help strengthen EU integration,
and would help to level the playing field between large
corporates and small- and medium-sized enterprises.
However, he has voiced concerns about the impact on
government tax collection.1249

Tax and development
At the global level, the Spanish government is involved in the
OECD’s Tax Inspectors Without Borders initiative.1250 Under
this initiative, Spain has provided an expert to the Costa Rican
tax administration to help train 20 new tax inspectors.1251
Regarding automatic exchange of information, the Spanish
government has been unable to provide a consistent answer
as to whether it will support developing countries receiving
information without being required to send information back
– a solution that has long been championed by civil society
organisations.1252 In parallel, it will not publish any statistics
on the number of bank accounts in Spain that are held by
non-residents.1253
The government does not have a clear position on whether it
is planning to conduct any impact assessments to measure
the effects of its taxation regime on developing countries.1254

The idea behind the reform is to increase transparency and
require companies to publish more information about their
operations in tax havens. However, this reporting
is not compulsory for intra-company transactions, and
the Spanish official blacklist of tax havens is still flawed
as jurisdictions can be removed from it quite easily, only
requiring one double taxation treaty or an exchange of
information agreement. Fifteen jurisdictions have already
been removed from the initial list, including Panama,
Luxembourg, Jersey and Bermuda.1244
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Spain

Transparency
Public country by country reporting (CBCR)
Spain was the first country to implement the OECD’s nonpublic CBCR in July 2015.1255 In line with EU requirements,
Spain also introduced public country by country reporting
for the financial sector,1256 and data on Spanish financial
sector entities can now be found on the Spanish central
bank website.1257
When full public country by country reporting was discussed
in the EU earlier in 2016 (as part of the Shareholders’
Rights Directive), the Spanish government stated that it
did not oppose the proposal.1258 In December 2016, when
asked about the legal and tax implications of the European
Commission’s proposal on public country by country
reporting, Finance Minister Luis de Guindos said the Spanish
position was that the more transparency and information
given, the better. According to the Minister, the Spanish
government supports that multinational corporations
should be asked to disclose elements such as their turnover,
location of subsidiaries and where they pay their taxes.1259
However, when asked directly by Oxfam Intermón, the
Spanish government has not given a clear answer regarding
whether Spain supports full public country by country
reporting or not. Therefore, the position of the Spanish
government is currently unclear.1260
Regarding the protection of whistleblowers in relation to tax,
the Spanish government does not have a clear position on
the issue.1261

Ownership transparency
In Spain, most of the provisions of the EU’s 4th Anti-Money
Laundering Directive (AMLD) have been transposed into
national law, but legislation to establish a central register of
beneficial ownership remains yet to be implemented. Under
Spanish law, the threshold for being considered a beneficial
owner of a company in Spain is 25 per cent of shares,1262
and the government does not have a clear position on the
question of whether to reduce the threshold to 10 per
cent.1263 Relevant entities such as banks are required to
collect information from their customers to determine
whether the person is the real – beneficial – owner, or acting
on behalf of a third party. Where there is evidence or
certainty that clients do not act on their own account, they
will be required to collect information to identify the
individuals on whose behalf they are acting.1264
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The Spanish government supports the European
Commission’s proposal to introduce public registries on real
beneficial owners of companies and commercial trusts,1265
and during a December 2016 Economic and Financial
Affairs Council (ECOFIN) meeting on the 4th AMLD, Finance
Minister de Guindos confirmed that Spain supports the
public disclosure of beneficial ownership information. He
described the Council of EU Member States’ approach to
the Directive, which omits the need for public transparency,
as ‘less ambitious’ and a ‘lost opportunity’ to demonstrate
the EU’s leading role in global efforts to increase financial
transparency.1266

Taxation
Tax treaties
Spain has 47 tax treaties with developing countries, which is
well above the average (41.77 treaties) among the countries
covered by this report.1267 On average, Spanish treaties
lower the tax rates in their developing country partners by
4.59 percentage points, which is the second highest among
the countries covered by this report, and significantly above
average (3.39 percentage points) among countries covered
by this report.1268 While the average reduction is high, Spain
does not have any individual treaties that qualify as being
‘very restrictive’.1269
Most Spanish tax treaties follow the OECD model, although
specific parts of the UN model have been accepted as long
as they do not contradict the OECD’s essential principles.1270
Spain includes anti-abuse clauses (although it does not
specify in which treaties), and plans to conclude more
treaties with developing countries over the next few
years.1271 In 2017, Spain signed a new double taxation treaty
protocol with Mexico, prepared the procedure to discuss a
new treaty with Cape Verde, and signed and prepared the
procedure for a new treaty with Belarus.1272

International commitments
Spain is actively involved in the OECD BEPS process and
has signed the OECD’s BEPS Convention. In this Convention,
Spain has submitted relatively few reservations. Out of the
11 articles that civil society organisations have called on
governments to adopt, Spain has only opted out of three (see
table 7 in chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS
Convention’). At the same time, Spain has opted in to the
articles that civil society organisations have warned against,
including secret binding arbitration (see chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax
sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’, including table 8).

Spain

Tax practices

Tax rate

Spain provides a model for holding companies called
Empresa de Tenencia de Valores Extranjeros (ETVE). The
Spanish government devised this structure in order to attract
foreign direct investment, but it has been criticised for
attracting investments without any economic substance in
Spain. Dividends, income and capital gains related to foreign
companies held by the ETVE are exempt from taxation.1273

Over the past three years, the corporate income tax rate has
been reduced from 30 per cent (2014) to 28 per cent (2015),
before reaching 25 per cent in 2016, where it has remained
in 2017.1284 Oxfam Intermon’s research estimates that, from
the tax collected by the Spanish state in 2016, 84 per cent
of revenues were collected from families, while companies
contributed only 13 per cent of total tax revenues.1285 During
2007 to 2016, while total tax revenue collected fell by seven
per cent, and personal income tax fell by 0.3 per cent,
collection of value added tax (VAT)1286 increased by 12 per
cent, and corporate income tax collection plummeted by
over 51 per cent. As mentioned in chapter 2.2 on ‘Someone
has to pay’, VAT is a type of tax that impacts relatively
harder on the poorer parts of societies, compared to other
types of taxes such as corporate income tax.

In 2016, investments channelled through ETVEs increased
more than six-fold, from €1.5 billion in 2015 to €9.6 billion
in 2016.1274 Of the €9.6 billion, €3.7 billion came from
the Netherlands.1275 Microsoft was allegedly one of the
corporations that benefited from this tax scheme, and
according to Spanish media, Microsoft used a Spanish ETVE
to bring €450 million back from Europe to the United States
without paying US taxes.1276 In response to the allegations,
Microsoft underlined that the ETVE is a structure that is a
part of Spanish law, and has been used by other companies
as well.1277
The Spanish autonomous community of the Canary Islands
has a special economic and tax regime that is considered
‘one of the most profitable tax regimes in Europe’ by the
global accountancy giant PwC.1278 For instance, one of the
tax benefits offered by the Canary Islands is a corporate tax
rate as low as four per cent. Special tax incentives are also
offered in the Spanish territories of Ceuta and Melilla.1279

In January 2017, during a Congressional Treasury
Committee hearing, Public Finance Minister Cristobal
Montoro estimated that large companies in Spain paid an
effective corporate tax rate of seven per cent.1287 However,
the tax administration states that the effective tax rate in
2015 was 22.5 per cent.1288

In October 2015, the Spanish government adopted an
amendment to the Spanish patent box regime as part
of the General Budget Law 2016.1280 The objective was to
change the patent box regime to be in line with OECD’s
Modified Nexus Approach (see chapter 4.3 on ‘Patent boxes’).
According to a study on aggressive tax planning structures,
Spain has seven indicators of aggressive tax planning, which
is the second lowest among all EU member states (average
is 10.6).1281 However, two of these are active, including the
Spanish patent box.1282
There are no estimates of how much Spain loses through
providing corporate tax incentives. However, an Oxfam
Intermon study estimates that the use of the top 15 most
aggressive corporate tax havens (according to Oxfam’s list
of most aggressive corporate tax havens) to channel foreign
direct investment to the country has generated €1.5 billion
in tax losses.1283
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Spain

Tax rulings

Global solutions

Regarding ‘tax rulings’, Spanish law does not include any
provision allowing them. However, there are some provisions
that permit their concession.1289 Regarding the questions of
how many advance pricing agreements (APAs) the Spanish
Tax Ministry has issued to multinational corporations, the Tax
Ministry provided the following numbers:1290

Unilateral
APAs

Bi- and
multilateral
APAs

In force at the end of 2016

43

10

Requests received from
corporations during 2016

20

34

Number of requests
approved during 2016

15

1

Number of requests
rejected during 2016

0

0

Number of requests
which have been
withdrawn during 2016

3

1

Conclusion

The Tax Ministry also confirms that 14 APAs have been
exchanged with non-EU-OECD governments.1291 Spain is
generally positive towards exchanging this information
with third countries which could be affected by the Spanish
rulings. However, publishing the APAs is considered
problematic due to confidentiality infringements and the risk
of revealing industrial and commercial secrets.1292
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In 2017, the Spanish Council on Development Cooperation,
which includes stakeholders and government
representatives, approved the Spanish ‘Report on policy
coherence for development 2015’.1293 This report highlights
a weakness regarding developing countries’ participation
in the international tax cooperation structures. Despite this,
the Spanish government does not support the proposal for
an intergovernmental tax body under the auspices of the
UN,1294 which would allow developing countries truly equal
participation in global decision-making on tax. Instead,
the government supports the OECD’s Inclusive Framework
on BEPS, and believes this is the best way to ensure
collaboration with developing countries.1295 This is despite
the fact that more than 100 developing countries were
excluded when the BEPS package was adopted.1296

It is very positive that Spain is showing openness on the
issue of transparency by openly supporting both public
country by country reporting and public registers of
beneficial owners. However, Spain has yet to walk the talk
by establishing a public register in Spain.
Spanish tax treaties with developing countries continue to
be a source of serious concern. This is due to both the high
number of treaties that Spain has with developing countries,
and the fact that the Spanish treaties impose relatively
high restrictions on the tax rates of its developing country
partners.
Also as regards harmful tax practices, there are grounds
for concern. Both Spanish holding companies (ETVEs) and
the Spanish patent box regime can be used by multinational
corporations to avoid taxes. In fact, media reports suggest
that this has already been the case.
Finally, it is problematic that the Spanish government
opposes the establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax
body, which would give developing countries a truly equal
say in global decision-making on tax matters. If the United
Kingdom goes through with its plan on leaving the EU, Spain
will become one of the three or four largest countries in the
union, and thus the importance of Spain’s position will grow.
In this context, it is more important than ever that Spain takes
a proactive role in the fight against international tax dodging.

Sweden

"In all countries around the world there is a
need to raise revenues in order to finance
schools, to pay for the salaries of teachers
and doctors, to build roads and railways.
Given this, we cannot have a global
financial elite of very rich people who do
not contribute."
Magdalena Andersson
Minister for Finance, Sweden, 3 April 20171297

Overview
In the aftermath of the Panama Papers, the government
launched a 10-point ‘Action Plan’ to counter tax evasion, tax
avoidance and money laundering.1298 As part of this plan,
Sweden will explore options for imposing an obligation on
tax advisors to inform the Swedish tax agency about tax
planning schemes, and the government is also successively
increasing the capacity of the Tax Agency to combat
international tax evasion and avoidance.

EU Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)
In response to the European Commission’s proposal for a
Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base, the Swedish
Ministry for Finance states that it is too early to take a final
position, but it has expressed scepticism about the new
rules. The Ministry of Finance has said that the proposal
would entail a major restriction in the competencies of
member states in the area of taxation. It has also raised
concerns that the benefits of the proposal could ‘outweigh
the disadvantages for the member states, which the restriction
of the competence would lead to.’ The Ministry of Finance also
emphasises that the impact of the proposals on the Swedish
economy and the competitiveness of Swedish companies
must be carefully examined.1299

Tax and development
Tax and capital flight as a development issue has been on
the Swedish political agenda for some years now. It is now
firmly part of the Swedish Policy for Global Development,
the national policy coherence for development programme,
and is also part of the government’s Action Plan. One of the
key priorities is to support capacity development in
developing countries,1300 and the government aims to do
this through the Swedish development agency, Sida, and
the Swedish Tax Agency.1301 The government plans to host
an international conference on capacity development within
taxation, in May 2018.1302
Furthermore, Sweden is one of the signatories of the Addis
Tax Initiative (ATI) and, in line with this, will double its
support for domestic revenue mobilisation and taxation
by 2020. Sweden’s total gross disbursement in 2014 was
US$1.74 million (€1.49 million).1303 In this initiative, Sweden
focuses on low- and middle-income countries, and among
other things, bilaterally supports seven countries on tax
matters,1304 as well as the work of civil society organisations
such as Tax Justice Network Africa.1305
In the context of its capacity development efforts, Sweden
underlines that ‘countries should be encouraged to implement
international taxation agreements and reduce the use of inefficient
tax incentives’.1306 Sweden also believes that the Inclusive
Framework of the OECD BEPS and the Global Forum on
Transparency and Exchange of Information for Tax Purposes
(Global Forum) are the key global bodies on tax cooperation.
In particular, Sweden stresses the importance of developing
country participation in the OECD BEPS project, and that
developing countries are able to implement the results of the
BEPS project on the same terms as OECD countries.1307
However, international standards on information exchange,
as well as the BEPS standards, were negotiated through
processes led by the OECD, where more than 100 developing
countries were excluded from participating (see chapter
5.9 on ‘Ensuring truly global decision-making’). As a result
the priorities, concerns and interests of these countries
are not integrated into the standards. The Inclusive
Framework and Global Forum have primarily been set up
to implement the adopted standards, and thus, although all
developing countries have been invited to come and join the
implementation, this does not entail participation on a truly
equal footing.1308
During the Financing for Development negotiations in
2015, a large group of developing countries called for an
intergovernmental tax body to be established under the UN,
where all countries can participate as equals.1309 However,
Sweden did not support this proposal.1310

Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom • 129

Sweden

Sweden has committed to ensuring policy coherence
for development on the issue of taxation as part of its
commitment to the Addis Tax Initiative,1311 as well as the
Swedish Policy for Global Development.1312
However, Sweden has not carried out any impact
assessments to measure the effects of its tax policies on
developing countries, although this has been a demand from
civil society organisations.1313
Especially in the context of Sweden’s treaty network, this
does seem very important, since several of the tax treaties
impose strong restrictions on the taxing rights of developing
countries.1314
As part of its focus on policy coherence for development,
Sweden also joined efforts with other signatories to
the Addis Tax Initiative to develop a global standard for
automatic exchange of information on beneficial owners of
companies and trusts.1315 Despite the fact that Sweden itself
has introduced a public register of beneficial owners,1316
the initiative does not focus on enhancing public availability
of information about beneficial owners.1317 This can prove
problematic for developing countries, since they often
have difficulties getting access to automatic information
exchange agreements (see chapter 5.8.1. on ‘Banking
secrecy – still very much alive’).

Transparency
Public country by country reporting (CBCR)
The Swedish Ministry of Finance states that it is ‘undecided’
on supporting the Commission’s proposal for public country
by country reporting (CBCR).1318 The Ministry of Finance
is also undecided on whether the reporting requirements
should be extended to cover all countries, which threshold
should be applied, and whether a future directive should
require reporting in an open and machine-readable
format.1319 According to a government memorandum, it is
the government’s position that there is a risk that public
CBCR would jeopardise the global exchange of country by
country reports between tax authorities within the OECD
BEPS framework.1320 The Minister for Finance has also
expressed this position in the media.1321
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Sweden does not support the European Commission’s
assessment that this issue should be treated as an issue of
accounting, rather than taxation, and is therefore in favour
of changing the legal base of the proposal.1322 However,
a change in legal base would in reality mean that the
European Parliament is excluded from decision-making,
and the decision will require unanimity among EU member
states.1323 The Swedish government supports this change
with the argument that tax rules are first and foremost
the responsibility of member states.1324 However as
explained in chapter 5.8.3 on ‘Allowing citizens to know what
multinationals pay in taxes’, this is likely to result in a much
less ambitious outcome in terms of ensuring transparency.
In line with EU requirements, Sweden has introduced a law
on full public CBCR for banks,1325 as well as public reporting
on payments to governments for multinational corporations
engaged in extractive industries.1326
Despite Sweden’s scepticism towards implementing
public CBCR, the Ministry of Finance has said that there
have been no examples of negative effects following the
implementation of full public CBCR for banks ‘from a capital
adequacy perspective’ or for the logging industry, although
there has been ‘an extra administrative burden’ for the
extractive industry.1327

Whistleblower protection
The Swedish government says that it supports the
protection from legal prosecution and punishment of
whistleblowers who reveal information to the public about
large-scale tax avoidance by multinationals. Sweden
has had legislation in place since 1 January 2017 that
gives an employee the right to receive compensation for
damages if an employer retaliates against the employee
for whistleblowing.1328 However, the Ministry of Finance
notes that ‘in order to be protected as a whistleblower there
has to be a serious misconduct, i.e. a violation that has at
least a prison sentence in the penalty scale (not just fines).
Also, the whistle-blower needs to have a warranted reason for
blowing the whistle and has to have reasonable grounds for
believing that the information of misconduct is correct.’1329 In
practice this means that Swedish legislation would not have
protected the whistleblowers in the LuxLeaks scandal, or in
a similar tax avoidance scandal where there is no clear-cut
prison sentence penalty. Corporate tax avoidance is in fact
often technically speaking legal, even though it is against
the spirit of the law.

Sweden

Ownership transparency
On 1 August 2017, the Swedish law regulating the
registration of beneficial owners entered into force. The
law covers companies and trusts, as well as similar legal
arrangements. The definition of beneficial owners is based
on the 25 per cent threshold.1330 Information has to be
registered online on the webpage of the Swedish Companies
Registration Office (SCRO) no later than 1 February 2018. It
will be made publicly available, free of charge, through the
online registers of the SCRO using a Mobile Bank ID.1331
The Swedish government supports the EU Council’s
negotiating position on the revision of the 4th Anti-Money
Laundering Directive (AMLD), ‘which if adopted would
make it possible for member states to go further nationally
with regards to transparency than what is required.’1332 In
response to a parliamentary question, the Deputy Minister
for Finance said that the government supported the original
European Commission proposal on making the registries
publicly available, and that the government has acted for the
possibility of all EU member states to make their registries
publicly available.1333 Sweden also supports extending
beneficial ownership transparency to include non-business
related trusts and similar legal arrangements.
However, the government does not support lowering the
threshold for being identified as the beneficial owner of
a company to below 25 per cent. It also does not support
the European Parliament’s proposal to require all trusts to
register their beneficial ownership information whenever
they have a connection point to the European Union.1334

Taxation

In total, Sweden has 42 tax treaties with developing countries,
which is just above average (41.77) among the countries covered
by this report.1338 The average reduction of developing country
tax rates within those treaties – 3.76 percentage points – is
also above the average (3.39 percentage points) among the
countries covered in this report.1339 Furthermore, following a
full assessment of their content, four of Sweden’s tax treaties
with developing countries were ranked by ActionAid as being
‘very restrictive’ treaties, which give particular cause for
concern due to the strong restrictions they impose on the
taxing rights of developing countries (see also table 5 in chapter
4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties’).1340 ActionAid’s assessment also
highlights the fact that the treaties significantly reduce the
taxes Swedish companies pay in developing countries.1341
Swedish civil society has called for analyses to be made of
the tax treaties from the perspective of how they relate to the
Swedish Policy for Global Development, and its objectives of
promoting policy coherence for development. However, the
government has not carried out any such analysis.1342

International commitments
Although Sweden has signed the OECD BEPS Convention, the
government at the same time submitted a very high number
of reservations. Out of the 11 articles that civil society
organisations have called on governments to adopt, Sweden
has opted out of 10 (see table 7 in chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax
sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’). At the same time,
Sweden has opted in to both of the articles that civil society
organisations have warned against, including secret binding
arbitration (see chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku – the OECD’s
BEPS Convention’, including table 8).

Tax practices
Tax treaties
Sweden’s tax treaties with developed countries are based
on both the OECD and the UN models, according to the
Ministry of Finance.1335 Tax treaties are entered into by the
government collectively and are subject to ratification,
which means that the final agreements are reviewed by
parliament without the direct involvement of civil society.1336
In response to whether there are any plans to renegotiate
existing tax treaties or negotiate new ones, the Ministry
of Finance stated that ‘it is not Sweden’s policy to give
information on planned negotiations.’1337

Sweden is not known as a country that has a significant amount
of harmful tax practices. Ironically, that might be one factor
which makes Swedish limited liability companies interesting
for foreigners who want to hide money. In September 2017,
Swedish newspaper Dagens Nyheter revealed how a loophole
in the Swedish administration of its limited liability companies
(‘kommanditbolag’) had opened up possibilities for foreigners to
set up companies in Sweden without permit or registration.1343
Dagens Nyheter also revealed examples of how Swedish
companies were being marketed by Russians as a good vehicle
for hiding money and dodging taxes.1344
Sweden considers the Code of Conduct on Business
Taxation Group to be an effective way to remove harmful tax
practices in the EU (see box 5, ‘Keep it in the family’, in
chapter 3.1).1345
Sweden has not carried out any assessments of the
potential revenue loss due to corporate tax incentives.1346
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Sweden

Tax rate
The corporate statutory tax rate in Sweden for the past
three years has been 22 per cent. However, currently there
is a government memorandum including a proposal of a
reduced corporate income tax rate (from 22 to 20 per cent),
subject to public consultation.1347 Sweden does not keep
statistics on its effective corporate tax rate, according to the
Ministry of Finance.1348

Tax rulings
Sweden offers advance tax rulings (ATRs),1349 as well
as bilateral or multilateral advance pricing agreements
(APAs),1350 but does not offer unilateral APAs. According to
data from the European Commission, Sweden had seven bior multilateral APAs in force at the end of 2015.1351

Global solutions
Sweden did not support the idea of establishing a UN
intergovernmental body on tax issues at the negotiations
ahead of the 2015 Conference on Financing for
Development,1352 and there are no indications that the
government has changed position.
Since 2013, Sweden has contributed to the work of the UN
Committee of Experts on International Cooperation in Tax
Matters, including by having an expert on the Committee
and by pushing for staff reinforcement in the secretariat.1353

Conclusion
It is very positive that Sweden has placed tax issues as
a key priority for its development work and that Sweden
prioritises capacity development on tax matters in
developing countries. Unfortunately, however, this position
is not accompanied by Swedish support for ensuring
that developing countries get a truly equal say in global
decision-making on tax, through the establishment of
an intergovernmental UN tax body. In fact, Sweden has
opposed this idea, going against the stated wishes of a very
large group of developing countries. Instead, Sweden seems
focused on ensuring that developing countries follow OECD
standards, which have been developed in decision-making
forums to which the vast majority of the world’s developing
countries were not invited.
It is also problematic that Sweden’s work on policy
coherence for development on tax matters is not based on
a thorough assessment of potential negative impacts that
Swedish tax policies can have on developing countries. In
particular, Sweden’s tax treaties with developing countries
continue to be a cause for concern, since several of them
seem to impose high levels of restrictions on the taxing
rights of developing countries.
One measure that could be a key element in the work to
increase domestic resource mobilisation in developing
countries is public country by country reporting. If this was
introduced at EU level, it could help developing countries
get access to information about the tax planning practices
of multinational corporations, and thus support their work
to stop corporate tax avoidance. Furthermore, making this
information publicly available is crucial for enabling citizens
to hold decision-makers and coporations alike to account.
At the same time, it would help reinforce the EU’s own tax
collection from multinational corporations. But unfortunately,
Sweden seems very sceptical about introducing public
country by country reporting at the EU level.
On a positive note, Sweden is among the frontrunners
when it comes to public registers of beneficial owners of
companies and trusts – a key measure to prevent money
being hidden in tax havens.
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United Kingdom

"If we have not made progress by this
time next year on reaching a multilateral
agreement [on public country by country
reporting], we will need to look carefully at
the issue once again."
David Gauke
Financial Secretary to the Treasury, 28 June 20161354

Overview
There was a political debate on tax in the run-up to the
June 2017 general election in the United Kingdom. The
manifesto of the ruling Conservative Party called for a
continuation of a low-tax, low-spend agenda, and wanted to
maintain its commitment to austerity.1355 The Chancellor of
the Exchequer Philip Hammond initially threatened to turn
the UK into a low-tax, low-regulation tax haven if Brexit
negotiations did not go the UK’s way.1356 However, his stance
had softened by July when he told Le Monde that the UK had
no intention of cutting taxes and regulation after leaving the
EU, promising that the UK would raise a similar proportion
in taxes after Brexit as the average EU level.1357 In contrast,
some parties, particularly the main opposition Labour Party,
made tax justice, and inequality and social justice, a central
issue of their election campaign.1358
Tax avoidance scandals have continued to dominate UK
headlines in the past year. The Paradise Papers scandal
received very widespread coverage, with the media covering
both the international stories and issues directly linked to
the UK, such as the ties between the royal family and a fund
in the Cayman Islands, which was alleged to be an
inappropriate arrangement for the crown.1359
But this was far from the first scandal of the year. In one
major story on the tax arrangements of Premier League
footballers, the Sunday Times alleged that more than 180
footballers had set up companies to avoid millions of pounds
of income tax from ‘image rights’ payments.1360
The government’s Spring 2017 budget introduced new
penalties for enabling another person or business to use a
tax avoidance arrangement that is subsequently ruled not
allowable by the tax office (HM Revenue and Customs, or
HMRC),1361 building on earlier penalties targeting advisors
who facilitate tax evasion.

The UK meanwhile played a key role in the Russian
Laundromat scandal, which uncovered a complex money
laundering system bringing large sums of money out of
Russia.1362 The scandal involved a number of fictitious
companies, most of which were registered at Companies
House in the UK.1363 Since the scheme operated between
2010 and 2014, the UK did not yet have a public register of
beneficial company owners, and thus, UK companies could
relatively easily be used to hide money.
The UK was also the final destination for US$738.1 million
(€619 million) of the laundered money, some of which
was spent on London real estate and on fees for British
private schools.1364 According to media reports, several UK
banks processed money that had already been laundered,
including the partly government-owned Royal Bank of
Scotland (US$113.1 million, or €134.9 million) and HSBC
(US$545.3 million, or €650.2 million).1365 Both banks
responded to the allegations with statements underlining
their strong commitment to fighting financial crime.1366
The UK also plays a central role as a conduit country, which
can be used by multinational corporations to channel profits
out of the countries where the business activity is taking
place, and into low-tax jurisdictions. In 2017, a research
report published in Nature identified the UK as the second
largest conduit country in the world – only surpassed by the
Netherlands.1367
There was extensive speculation that the UK might become
yet more vulnerable to such scandals after Brexit, partly
because the Anti-Money Laundering Directive (AMLD) need
no longer apply.1368 The Laundromat Scandal also generated
discussion in both houses of parliament, including criticism
of the UK’s role in blocking an investigation into HSBC by US
authorities in 2012 on the grounds of ‘financial stability’.1369
In September 2017, another scandal known as the
‘Azerbaijani Laundromat’ once again revealed how opaque
UK companies had been being abused for money laundering
purposes (once again in the period before the public register
of beneficial owners had been introduced).1370
There has also been criticism of the continued failure of the
UK government to improve transparency around trusts, and
to improve transparency in its overseas territories.1371 These
concerns were reinforced by the Paradise Papers scandal,
which showed numerous examples of how trusts and overseas
territories can be used to hide money and avoid taxation.1372 In
the leaked data, the International Consortium of Investigative
Journalists, which broke the story, found information about
more than 2,600 offshore trusts – around two thirds of which
were based in the Cayman Islands and Bermuda. These trusts
were linked to individuals and companies from more than 100
countries around the world.1373
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United Kingdom

EU Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)
The UK government has consistently opposed the EU
proposal for a Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base
on the grounds that it would diminish the sovereign right
of member states to set and control their own taxes, that it
would be ineffective in tackling tax avoidance, particularly
at the global level, and that the most effective way of
tackling tax avoidance is through implementing the OECD
BEPS process to ensure that profits are taxed where they
are generated. The government has concerns that UK
tax receipts could be impacted if this measure were to
change how the tax base is calculated. The government has
therefore concluded that the CCCTB ‘is neither proportionate,
in terms of constraints it puts on Member States’ ability to
determine their own tax policy, or effective in achieving its
policy goals’.1374 The House of Commons European Scrutiny
Committee published a report on the CCCTB in December
2016, giving a ‘reasoned opinion’ that broadly agreed with
the government’s views.1375

Tax and development
The UK government was the largest bilateral donor to
domestic resource mobilisation efforts in developing
countries in 2015, disbursing US$47.5 million (€56.6 million),
and is one of the founders of the Addis Tax Initiative (ATI).1376
The UK Department for International Development (DFID)
has supported the establishment of the HMRC Tax Capacity
Building Unit, which deploys staff to developing countries
to provide technical expertise on tax administration and
reform.1377
The UK has also provided HMRC tax auditors to the Tax
Inspectors Without Borders initiative. However, this initiative
was the focus of a civil society report from 2016, which
among other things raised concerns about the fact that the
UK had hired PwC – a company known for providing tax
advice to multinational corporations – to manage the pilot
project between the UK and Rwanda. The report, which
included previously unpublished internal OECD documents
about the pilot phase, also raised concerns that the pilot
projects seemed to have been driven by the donor countries,
and furthermore highlighted significant risks of conflicts of
interest associated with the projects.1378
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In the 2016 DFID Bilateral Development Review, the
government committed itself to doubling its investment
in improving tax collection and management in
developing countries by 2020.1379 However, the UK’s
Independent Commission for Aid Impact rated DFID’s tax
capacity development work as ‘amber-red’ in late 2016,
expressing ‘doubts that technical assistance on highly
specialised international tax issues would have much impact,
given the more basic problems with national tax systems’
and ‘concerns that the benefits to DFID’s partner countries of
implementing the new standards may have been oversold.’1380
Through the ATI, the UK has committed to ensuring policy
coherence for development on the issue of taxation.1381
However, the UK does not have a formal strategy on
policy coherence for development, although one of DFID’s
responsibilities is ‘improving the coherence and performance
of British international development policy in fragile and
conflict-affected countries’. The government states that its
‘work to encourage developing country implementation of tax
transparency standards exemplifies the UK’s commitment to
policy coherence for development’.1382 The UK also highlights
that it often takes a ‘whole of government’ approach
to specific issues,1383 co-ordinating among relevant
departments – such as the collaboration on delivering
tax capacity assistance between DFID, HM Treasury and
HMRC. However, the UK government has not announced any
plans to commission an assessment of the impact of its
tax treaties on developing countries. The government has
also confirmed that it has no plans to conduct a ‘spillover
analysis’ of the effects of lower UK corporate income tax
rates on developing countries.1384
The UK record on supporting global transparency measures
that would boost tax revenues in developing countries
is mixed, and the government has been criticised by
campaigners such as the Tax Justice Network, which claims
that ‘other branches of the UK government undermine any
positive interventions made by DFID’.1385

United Kingdom

Transparency
Public country by country reporting (CBCR)
The UK government supports introducing public country by
country reporting only on a multilateral and not a unilateral
basis,1386 despite the fact that legislation passed in 2016
enables HMRC to introduce such rules unilaterally.1387 The
UK government says it favours a multilateral approach in
order to ensure that groups headquartered in the UK are
not put at a competitive disadvantage vis-à-vis foreign
competitors.1388 In July 2017, when asked by an opposition
member of parliament about what discussions the UK has
held with G20 members on the need to tackle tax avoidance
through public country by country reporting, British Prime
Minister Theresa May said that the UK would continue ‘to
raise that issue.’1389 May further explained that she was
disappointed at the lack of progress on public country
by country reporting, but underlined that a multilateral
agreement could only be reached if other countries also
committed to the agenda.1390 While the UK is supportive of a
multilateral approach to public country by country reporting,
the UK’s role in future EU negotiations on the Directive is
uncertain, because of ongoing Brexit negotiations.

Whistleblower protection
The issue of the protection of whistleblowers was raised
in the UK parliament during the passage of the Criminal
Finances Bill. A proposed amendment was discussed in the
House of Lords to create an ‘Office of the Whistleblower’, but
the amendment was subsequently withdrawn by Baroness
Kramer, the Liberal Democrat Spokesperson on Treasury and
Economy in the House of Lords.1391 However, HMRC guidance
on the Criminal Finances Act recommends that companies
consider ‘providing a safe whistleblowing procedure’ as part
of their approach to tackling tax evasion.1392

Ownership transparency
The UK’s public beneficial ownership register (the ‘register
of persons with significant control’, or PSC register) was
launched in June 2016, and is fully publicly accessible
and free.1393 However, concerns remain about the way
the register functions, including that beneficial owners
of companies have to ‘self-report’, and that individuals
owning less than 25 per cent of the shares or voting rights
in a company are not required to register as beneficial
owners.1394 Furthermore, the lack of capacity for follow up
creates potential loopholes that can be exploited by those
determined to hide true ownership. For instance, according
to data analysis by the anti-corruption organisation Global
Witness, due to the 25 per cent ownership threshold, almost
10 per cent of companies were able to claim that they have
no beneficial owner.1395
The government has failed to put pressure on its overseas
territories and crown dependencies to require their
registers, which were mandated to be accessible to UK law
enforcement by June 2017, to be made public, despite having
the powers to do so.1396 An amendment to the Criminal
Finances Bill was tabled by Baroness Stern in April 2017,
which would have obliged overseas territories to create fully
public registers of the beneficial ownership of companies
by 2020.1397 However, the House of Lords never got to vote
on the amendment, despite the support of Lords from all
parties and of 80 members of parliament from eight parties
in the House of Commons, including a former International
Development Secretary.1398
In 2017, the UK also implemented the 4th Anti-Money
Laundering Directive (AMLD) into national law,1399 and HMRC
launched a new beneficial ownership register for trusts
anywhere in the world that have UK assets that generate
tax consequences.1400 However, beneficial ownership data in
this register is only accessible to law enforcement agencies
and the UK Financial Intelligence Unit. The government
states that while it recognises ‘the potential benefits to law
enforcement of expanding the registers of trusts and other
legal arrangements like Treuhand, fiducies and fideicomiso’,
it argues that ‘the majority of legal arrangements are used
for sensitive, non-commercial purposes’. It adds: ‘if trust
registers are to be genuinely effective tools, they need to be
able to withstand legal challenge, which may mean providing a
different level of access than is appropriate for companies’.1401
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United Kingdom

Taxation
Tax treaties
The UK has one of the world’s largest tax treaty networks,
and has recently added two new tax treaties, with Colombia
and Lesotho.1402 In total, the UK has 72 tax treaties with
developing countries – the highest number among all the
countries covered by this report.1403 The average reduction
of developing country tax rates within those treaties – 4.51
percentage points – is also well above the average (3.39
percentage points) among the countries covered in this
report.1404 Furthermore, following a full assessment of
the content of the treaties, 12 of the UK tax treaties with
developing countries were ranked by ActionAid as being
‘very restrictive’ treaties, which give particular cause for
concern due to the strong restrictions they impose on the
taxing rights of developing countries (see also table 5 in
chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties’).1405
Already in 2012, the UK parliament’s International
Development Committee recommended conducting an
assessment of the impact of UK tax treaties on developing
countries,1406 but the government has not committed itself to
doing so. The Treasury has stated that ‘we always negotiate
our treaties on their own merits and never tie a tax treaty
to the granting of aid or the conclusion of a contract with a
UK company’. It suggests that ‘the UK’s recent treaties with
developing countries demonstrate’ that the UK is an equal
partner with those countries when negotiating tax treaties.1407

International commitments
The UK signed the OECD’s BEPS Convention in June 2017.1408
Compared to other countries covered by this report, the
UK has not submitted a very high number of reservations
to the convention. Out of the 11 articles that civil society
organisations have called on governments to adopt, the UK
has opted out of five (see table 7 in chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax
sudoku – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’). However, the UK
has also opted in to both of the articles that civil society
organisations have warned against, including article 18 on
secret binding arbitration (see chapter 5.1.2 on ‘Tax sudoku –
the OECD’s BEPS Convention’, including table 8).
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Tax practices
After the referendum vote to leave the EU in June 2016, the
new Prime Minister, Theresa May, set up the Department
for International Trade (which took on the responsibilities
of UK Trade and Investment and part of the Department for
Business, Innovation and Skills) to negotiate and
extend trade agreements with countries outside the EU.
The new department is aggressively promoting the UK
as an attractive country for overseas investors through,
for example, a new website that advertises the UK’s low
corporate tax rates and extensive tax reliefs and incentives
for business, including the patent box system.1409
According to the HMRC, the UK patent box was forecast
to cost £875 million (€991 million) in 2016/17.1410 The UK
government has since reformed the patent box system, in
line with the OECD BEPS recommendations on the Modified
Nexus Approach.1411 However, a grandfathering clause will
allow UK companies benefiting from the old patent box
regime to continue applying the previous rules without any
modification until 30 June 2021.1412

Tax rate
The UK has cut the corporate income tax rate from 28 per
cent in 2010 to 19 per cent in 2017, and has legislated to
reduce the rate to 17 per cent in 2020.1413 The government
claims that ‘despite recent rate reductions, onshore corporate
income tax receipts have increased by 50 per cent over the
past six years, rising from £36.2 billion [€40.1 billion] in 201011 to £55.4 billion [€62.7 billion] in 2016-17’.1414 However, the
Institute for Fiscal Studies points out that cuts to corporate
income tax rates announced between 2010 and 2016 have
reduced revenues by at least £16.5 billion (€18.7 billion) a
year,1415 which suggests that any increases in corporate
income tax receipts would have been considerably higher if
the rates had not been reduced.

Tax rulings
In the UK, advance pricing agreements (APAs) may be
sought by any business, but according to HMRC, they will
not be provided where an arrangement may be caught by
a general anti-abuse rule.1416 The UK permits unilateral,
bilateral and multilateral APAs. HMRC’s guidance on APAs
stipulates that unilateral APAs are generally of less value
to HMRC as they provide for ‘less transparency’, and are
therefore less likely to be accepted.1417 However, according
to data from the European Commission, the UK had 94 APAs
in force at the end of 2015, of which 44 were unilateral.1418 In
September 2017, HMRC reported that 32 applications were
made for APAs between 2016 and 2017, and that 19 of these
were approved.1419

United Kingdom

Global solutions

Conclusion

The UK remains opposed to the creation of an
intergovernmental body on tax under the UN. It states that
such a body ‘risks duplication and lack of coherence with G20
and OECD work’ and that it is ‘unlikely that recent reforms to
the international tax system would have happened within a UN
structure’.1420

When it comes to the global race to the bottom on corporate
taxation, the UK is a very active participant. The country
is continuously lowering its corporate tax rate, and offers
harmful tax incentives such as a patent box. The country
also plays a key role as a conduit country, which can be
used by multinational corporations as a route to channel
profits into tax havens.
On the issue of transparency, the UK’s position is complex.
On the one hand, the UK was a first mover when it
established a public register for the real – beneficial –
owners of companies, and that is commendable. However, at
the same time, the government has so far been unwilling to
introduce public transparency around the beneficial owners
of trusts, and has not managed to ensure transparency
within its overseas territories. Similarly, its position on
public country by country reporting is that of being both
for (when it comes to the global level) and against (when it
comes to being a first mover).
The UK tax treaty network remains an issue of significant
concern. The total number of UK tax treaties with developing
countries is higher than any other country covered by this
report, and the average reduction of tax rates through those
treaties is well above the average among the countries
covered by this report. Furthermore, a number of UK
treaties with developing countries qualify as ‘very restrictive
treaties’, which impose relatively high limitations on the
taxing rights of developing countries. Despite this, the UK
is not planning to carry out an impact assessment, which
could identify harmful effects of UK tax policies and tax
treaties on developing countries.
Finally, it is problematic that the UK government does not
support the establishment of an intergovernmental UN tax
body, which would give developing countries a truly equal
say in global decision-making on tax matters.
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http://www.actionaid.org/sites/files/actionaid/actionaid_-_mistreated_
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Irish Chapter’, April 2016, accessed 1 November 2017, https://actionaid.ie/
wp-content/uploads/2016/10/AA-Mistreated-report-Irish-section-onlyFINAL-WEB-VERSION-1.pdf
162 The ActionAid report ‘Mistreated’ from 23 February 2016 lists 13 of the UK
tax treaties as ‘very restrictive’. However, since then, one of these treaties
has been renegotiated.
163 The ActionAid report ‘Mistreated’ from 23 February 2016 lists 8 of Norway’s tax treaties as ‘very restrictive’. However, since then, one of these
treaties has been renegotiated.
164 The ActionAid report 'Mistreated' from 23 February 2016 lists 7 of the
Netherland's tax treaties with developing countries as 'very restrictive'.
Since then one of these, the Zambia-Netherlands treaty, has been re-negotiated and was ratified by the Dutch Parliament on 24 October 2017.
However, since the treaty is also very restrictive, it has been included in
the overview in table 5. For more information, see ActionAid, 'Analyse
belastingverdrag Nederland-Zambia', 2017, accessed 24 November
2017, https://actionaid.nl/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/ActionAid-analyse-belastingverdrag-Nederland-Zambia.pdf
165 The ActionAid report ‘Mistreated’ from 23 February 2016 lists 6 of Poland’s tax treaties as ‘very restrictive’. However, since then, one of these

References

treaties has been renegotiated.
166 Please note that ActionAid has produced a special version of the ‘Mistreated’ report, which focuses on Ireland. See ActionAid Ireland, ‘Mistreated:
Irish Chapter’, April 2016, accessed 1 November 2017, https://actionaid.ie/
wp-content/uploads/2016/10/AA-Mistreated-report-Irish-section-onlyFINAL-WEB-VERSION-1.pdf
167 OECD, ‘Multilateral Convention to Implement Tax Treaty Related Measures
to Prevent Base Erosion and Profit Shifting’, 24 November 2016, accessed
13 October 2017, http://www.oecd.org/tax/treaties/multilateral-convention-to-implement-tax-treaty-related-measures-to-prevent-BEPS.pdf ,
Article 7
168 OECD, ‘Preventing the Granting of Treaty Benefits in Inappropriate
Circumstances’, 2015, accessed 13 October 2017, http://www.keepeek.
com/Digital-Asset-Management/oecd/taxation/preventing-the-granting-of-treaty-benefits-in-inappropriate-circumstances-action-6-2015-final-report_9789264241695-en#.WeCt2GiCw2w#page1 , p. 57, point 10
169 See for example European Parliament, ‘European Parliament resolution of 6 July 2016 on tax rulings and other measures similar in
nature or effect (2016/2038(INI))’, accessed 19 September 2017, http://
www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P8-TA-2016-0310+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN&language=EN , para 62; or
European Parliament, ‘European Parliament resolution of 8 July 2015 on
tax avoidance and tax evasion as challenges for governance, social protection and development in developing countries (2015/2058(INI))’, accessed
19 September 2017, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&reference=P8-TA-2015-0265&language=EN&ring=A8-2015-0184,
para 12
170 G20, ’G20 Leaders’ Declaration’, September 2013, accessed 18 August
2017, http://www.g20.utoronto.ca/2013/Saint_Petersburg_Declaration_
ENG.pdf , p. 12
171 See for example ActionAid, ’Patching up a broken tax system’, 5 October
2015, accessed 18 August 2017, http://www.actionaid.org/sites/files/
actionaid/actionaid-_why_beps_is_not_the_solution_to_poor_countries_tax_problems.pdf and Eurodad, ‘An assessment of the G20/ OECD
BEPS outcomes: Failing to reach its objectives’, 2 October 2015, accessed
18 August 2017, http://eurodad.org/BEPSfacts
172 The All-Party Parliamentary Group on Responsible Tax, ’A more responsible global tax system or a ‘sticking plaster’?’, August 2016, accessed
18 August 2017, http://www.appgresponsibletax.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/Sticking-Plaster-APPG-Responsible-Tax-Report.pdf
173 The All-Party Parliamentary Group, ’A more responsible global tax system
or a ‘sticking plaster’?’, August 2016, accessed 18 August 2017, http://
www.appgresponsibletax.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2016/08/Sticking-Plaster-APPG-Responsible-Tax-Report.pdf
174 BEPS Monitoring Group, ‘Overall Evaluation of the G20/OECD Base Erosion
and Profit Shifting (BEPS) Project’, 2015, accessed 15 October 2017,
https://bepsmonitoringgroup.files.wordpress.com/2015/10/general-evaluation.pdf
175 ActionAid, ‘Patching up a broken tax system’, 5 October 2015, accessed 15
October 2017, https://www.actionaid.org.uk/sites/default/files/publications/beps_-_patching_up_a_broken_tax_system_0.pdf
176 For example, when public country by country reporting was discussed
in the EU in 2013, the issue was discussed as a part of the Accounting
and Transparency Directives. See European Commission, ‘Commissioner Barnier welcomes European Parliament vote on the accounting and
transparency directives (including country by country reporting)’, 12 June
2013, accessed 26 October 2017, http://ec.europa.eu/archives/commission_2010-2014/barnier/headlines/speeches/2013/06/20130612_en.html
177 OECD, ’Transfer Pricing Documentation and Country-by-Country
Reporting, Action 13 - 2015 Final Report’, 5 October 2015, accessed 18
August 2017, http://www.oecd.org/tax/transfer-pricing-documentation-and-country-by-country-reporting-action-13-2015-final-report9789264241480-en.htm
178 Official Journal of the European Union, ’ Directive 2013/36/EU of the
European Parliament and of the Council of 26 June 2013 on access to
the activity of credit institutions and the prudential supervision of credit
institutions and investment firms, amending Directive 2002/87/EC and
repealing Directives 2006/48/EC and 2006/49/EC’, published 27 June
2013, accessed 18 August 2017, http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2013:176:0338:0436:En:PDF , Article 89

179 See Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Directive 2013/34/EU of the
European Parliament and of the Council of 26 June 2013 on the annual financial statements, consolidated financial statements and related reports
of certain types of undertakings, amending Directive 2006/43/EC of the
European Parliament and of the Council and repealing Council Directives
78/660/EEC and 83/349/EEC’, accessed 15 October 2017, http://eur-lex.
europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32013L0034&from=EN
and Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Directive 2013/50/EU of the
European Parliament and of the Council of 22 October 2013 amending
Directive 2004/109/EC of the European Parliament and of the Council on
the harmonisation of transparency requirements in relation to information
about issuers whose securities are admitted to trading on a regulated
market, Directive 2003/71/EC of the European Parliament and of the
Council on the prospectus to be published when securities are offered to
the public or admitted to trading and Commission Directive 2007/14/EC
laying down detailed rules for the implementation of certain provisions of
Directive 2004/109/EC’, accessed 15 October 2017, http://eur-lex.europa.
eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32013L0050&from=EN
180 For comments by Pascal Saint-Amans, see Antoine Izambard, ‘Loi Sapin II:
le rappel à l’ordre du “Monsieur évasion fiscale” de l’OCDE’, Challenges, 7
June 2016, accessed 18 August 2017, https://www.challenges.fr/challenges-soir/loi-sapin-ii-la-mise-en-garde-du-monsieur-evasion-fiscale-de-locde_20200 Other examples include Business Europe, ‘Public Country-By
Country-Reporting’, Position Paper, 6 July 2016, accessed 18 August 2017,
https://www.businesseurope.eu/sites/buseur/files/media/position_papers/ecofin/2016-07-06_cbcr_position_paper.pdf
181 ActionAid, Eurodad, Transparency International EU, Oxfam and Social
Platform, ‘European Commission Proposal on CBCR’, 12 April 2016,
accessed 18 August 2017, https://www.etuc.org/sites/www.etuc.org/files/
press-release/files/qa_cbcr.pdf
182 European Commission, ‘Impact Assessment assessing the potential for
further transparency on income tax information’, 12 April 2016, accessed
18 August 2017, http://eurlex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52016SC0117&from=EN
183 OECD, ‘Ground-breaking multilateral BEPS convention signed at OECD
will close loopholes in thousands of tax treaties worldwide’, 7 June 2017,
accessed 25 September 2017, http://www.oecd.org/tax/ground-breaking-multilateral-beps-convention-will-close-tax-treaty-loopholes.htm
184 OECD, ‘Signatories and Parties to the Multilateral Convention to Implement
Tax Treaty Related Measures to Prevent Base Erosion and Profit Shifting’,
25 October 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, http://www.oecd.org/tax/
treaties/beps-mli-signatories-and-parties.pdf
185 OECD, ‘Multilateral Convention to Implement Tax Treaty Related Measures
to Prevent Base Erosion and Profit Shifting’, 24 November 2016, accessed
13 October 2017, http://www.oecd.org/tax/treaties/multilateral-convention-to-implement-tax-treaty-related-measures-to-prevent-BEPS.pdf ,
p.1
186 United Nations Committee of Experts on International Cooperation in Tax
Matters, ‘Secretariat Paper on Alternative Dispute Resolution in Taxation’,
8 October 2015, accessed 25 October 2017, http://www.un.org/esa/ffd/
wp-content/uploads/2015/10/11STM_CRP8_DisputeResolution.pdf
187 Until now, the OECD Model also provided the option that a government
official from a country involved in the case could also become an arbitrator, as long as this official had not previously been involved in the case.
However, this provision is currently undergoing a revision at the OECD,
and the most recent draft suggests that this option should be deleted, and
that it should instead be required that the arbitrators are individuals with
experience or expertise in international tax matters, and furthermore
independent from the governments of the countries involved. See OECD,
‘Draft Contents of the 2017 Update to the OECD Model Tax Convention’, 11
July 2017, accessed 25 October 2017, http://www.oecd.org/ctp/treaties/
draft-contents-2017-update-oecd-model-tax-convention.pdf , p. 153 and
156
188 OECD, ‘The 2008 Update to the OECD Model Tax Convention’, 18 July 2008,
accessed 25 October 2017, http://www.oecd.org/ctp/41032078.pdf
189 Martin Hearson, ‘The tax treaty arbitrators cometh’, 21 September
2015, accessed 25 October 2017, https://martinhearson.wordpress.
com/2015/09/21/the-tax-treaty-arbitrators-cometh/
190 OECD, ‘The 2008 Update to the OECD Model Tax Convention’, 18 July
2008, accessed 25 October 2017, http://www.oecd.org/ctp/41032078.

Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom • 143

References

191

192
193
194

195

196

197

198

199

200

201

202

203

204

pdf , p.4. Under the UN Model Convention, arbitration cases are initiated
at the request of the countries involved, rather than the corporation. See
United Nations Committee of Experts on International Cooperation in Tax
Matters, ‘Secretariat Paper on Alternative Dispute Resolution in Taxation’,
8 October 2015, accessed 25 October 2017, http://www.un.org/esa/ffd/
wp-content/uploads/2015/10/11STM_CRP8_DisputeResolution.pdf , p.10
The UN also integrated arbitration as one option in its Model Tax Convention in 2011. Unlike the OECD model, the UN model allows for the two
countries to disregard the arbitrators’ decision if they themselves reach
agreement on a different outcome within six months. See United Nations
Committee of Experts on International Cooperation in Tax Matters, ‘Secretariat Paper on Alternative Dispute Resolution in Taxation’, 8 October
2015, accessed 25 October 2017, http://www.un.org/esa/ffd/wp-content/
uploads/2015/10/11STM_CRP8_DisputeResolution.pdf , p.10
OECD, ‘The 2008 Update to the OECD Model Tax Convention’, 18 July 2008,
accessed 25 October 2017, http://www.oecd.org/ctp/41032078.pdf , p.4
OECD, ‘The 2008 Update to the OECD Model Tax Convention’, 18 July 2008,
accessed 25 October 2017, http://www.oecd.org/ctp/41032078.pdf , p.4
OECD, ‘Making Dispute Resolution Mechanisms More Effective, Action
14 - 2015 Final Report’, 2015, accessed 25 October 2017, http://www.
keepeek.com/Digital-Asset-Management/oecd/taxation/making-dispute-resolution-mechanisms-more-effective-action-14-2015-final-report_9789264241633-en#.Wfx1GmhSw2w#page9 , p.10
United Nations, ‘Model Double Taxation Convention’, 2011, accessed 25
October 2017, http://www.un.org/esa/ffd/documents/UN_Model_2011_
Update.pdf , p. 369
Sol Picciotto, ‘International Tax Disputes: Between Supranational Administration and Adjudication’, International Centre for Tax and Development,
Working Paper 55, August 2016, accessed 25 October 2017, http://www.
ictd.ac/publication/2-working-papers/142-international-tax-disputes-between-supranational-administration-and-adjudication ,
Sol Picciotto, ‘International Tax Disputes: Between Supranational Administration and Adjudication’, International Centre for Tax and Development,
Working Paper 55, August 2016, accessed 25 October 2017, http://www.
ictd.ac/publication/2-working-papers/142-international-tax-disputes-between-supranational-administration-and-adjudication
Sol Picciotto, ‘International Tax Disputes: Between Supranational Administration and Adjudication’, International Centre for Tax and Development,
Working Paper 55, August 2016, accessed 25 October 2017, http://www.
ictd.ac/publication/2-working-papers/142-international-tax-disputes-between-supranational-administration-and-adjudication , p.11
Articles 5 and 13 allow countries to select between different types
of options for opting in, some of which are less effective. Civil society
organisations call for countries to adopt the most effective options, which
in the case of article 5 is option (C), and in the case of article 13 is option
(A). Where countries have opted in to article 5 or 13, but selected different
options than the most effective ones, this will be counted as a ‘partial opt
in’ in table 7.
OECD, ‘Multilateral Convention to Implement Tax Treaty Related Measures
to Prevent Base Erosion and Profit Shifting’, 24 November 2016, accessed
13 October 2017, http://www.oecd.org/tax/treaties/multilateral-convention-to-implement-tax-treaty-related-measures-to-prevent-BEPS.pdf
OECD, ‘Explanatory statement to the multilateral convention to implement
tax treaty related measures to prevent base erosion and profit shifting’,
November 2016, accessed 13 October 2017, http://www.oecd.org/tax/
treaties/explanatory-statement-multilateral-convention-to-implement-tax-treaty-related-measures-to-prevent-BEPS.pdf
BEPS Monitoring Group, ‘Explanation and Analysis of The Multilateral
Convention to Implement Tax Treaty Related Measures to Prevent Base
Erosion and Profit Shifting (MC-BEPS)’, 24 April 2017, accessed 25 October
2017, https://bepsmonitoringgroup.files.wordpress.com/2017/03/explanation-and-analysis-of-mc-beps-final-rev.pdf
OECD, ‘OECD Transfer Pricing Guidelines for Multinational Enterprises and Tax Administrations 2017’, July 2017, accessed 25 October
2017, http://www.keepeek.com/Digital-Asset-Management/oecd/
taxation/oecd-transfer-pricing-guidelines-for-multinational-enterprises-and-tax-administrations-2017_tpg-2017-en#.WfyWemhSw2w
OECD, ‘MLI Database – Matrix of options and reservations’, Status as of
17 August 2017, Accessed 25 September 2017, http://www.oecd.org/
tax/treaties/mli-database-matrix-options-and-reservations.htm In the

144 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

205

206

207

208

209

210

211

212

213

214

215

disclaimer, OECD underlines that the database is a beta version and that
errors in the data can occur
In addition to the countries included in this table, the following countries
have signed the Multilateral Convention to Implement Tax Treaty Related
Measures to Prevent BEPS: Andorra, Argentina, Armenia, Australia, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Canada, Chile, China (People’s Republic of), Colombia,
Costa Rica, Egypt, Fiji, Gabon, Georgia, Guernsey, Hong Kong (China),
Iceland, India, Indonesia, Isle of Man, Israel, Japan, Jersey, Korea, Kuwait,
Liechtenstein, Mauritius, Mexico, Monaco, New Zealand, Nigeria, Pakistan,
Russia, San Marino, Senegal, Serbia, Seychelles, Singapore, South Africa,
Turkey, Uruguay. Source: OECD, ‘Signatories and Parties to the Multilateral
Convention to Implement Tax Treaty Related Measures to Prevent Base
Erosion and Profit Shifting’, 25 October 2017, accessed 17 November 2017,
http://www.oecd.org/tax/treaties/beps-mli-signatories-and-parties.pdf
In addition to the countries included in this table, the following countries
have signed the Multilateral Convention to Implement Tax Treaty Related
Measures to Prevent BEPS: Andorra, Argentina, Armenia, Australia, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Canada, Chile, China (People’s Republic of), Colombia,
Costa Rica, Egypt, Fiji, Gabon, Georgia, Guernsey, Hong Kong (China),
Iceland, India, Indonesia, Isle of Man, Israel, Japan, Jersey, Korea, Kuwait,
Liechtenstein, Mauritius, Mexico, Monaco, New Zealand, Nigeria, Pakistan,
Russia, San Marino, Senegal, Serbia, Seychelles, Singapore, South Africa,
Turkey, Uruguay. Source: OECD, ‘Signatories and Parties to the Multilateral
Convention to Implement Tax Treaty Related Measures to Prevent Base
Erosion and Profit Shifting’, 25 October 2017, accessed 17 November 2017,
http://www.oecd.org/tax/treaties/beps-mli-signatories-and-parties.pdf
OECD, ‘MLI Database – Matrix of options and reservations’, Status as of
17 August 2017, Accessed 25 September 2017, http://www.oecd.org/
tax/treaties/mli-database-matrix-options-and-reservations.htm In the
disclaimer, OECD underlines that the database is a beta version and that
errors in the data can occur
In addition to the countries included in table 7 and 8, the following countries have signed the Multilateral Convention to Implement Tax Treaty
Related Measures to Prevent BEPS: Andorra, Argentina, Armenia, Australia, Burkina Faso, Cameroon, Canada, Chile, China (People’s Republic of),
Colombia, Costa Rica, Egypt, Fiji, Gabon, Georgia, Guernsey, Hong Kong
(China), Iceland, India, Indonesia, Isle of Man, Israel, Japan, Jersey, Korea,
Kuwait, Liechtenstein, Mauritius, Mexico, Monaco, New Zealand, Nigeria,
Pakistan, Russia, San Marino, Senegal, Serbia, Seychelles, Singapore,
South Africa, Turkey, Uruguay. Source: OECD, ‘Signatories and Parties to
the Multilateral Convention to Implement Tax Treaty Related Measures
to Prevent Base Erosion and Profit Shifting’, 25 October 2017, accessed
17 November 2017, http://www.oecd.org/tax/treaties/beps-mli-signatories-and-parties.pdf
Sol Picciotto, ‘International Business Taxation’, Cambridge University
Press, first published 1992, accessed 15 October 2017, https://www.
taxjustice.net/cms/upload/pdf/Picciotto%201992%20International%20
Business%20Taxation.pdf
United Nations, ‘History C State of the Art C Perspectives’, submitted to the
tenth meeting of the Ad Hoc Group of Experts on International Cooperation in Tax Matters as document ST/SG/AC.8/2001/CRP.6 , 26 June 2001,
accessed 15 October 2017, http://unpan1.un.org/intradoc/groups/public/
documents/un/unpan004399.pdf
Sol Picciotto, ‘Transfer Pricing Comparability Data and Developing Countries’, BEPS Monitoring Group, 2014, accessed 15 October 2017, https://
www.oecd.org/ctp/transfer-pricing/bmg-comparibility-data-and-developing-countries.pdf
European Commission, ‘Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base
(CCCTB)’, website, last updated 12 October 2017, accessed 15 October
2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/business/company-tax/
common-consolidated-corporate-tax-base-ccctb_en
European Commission, ‘Proposal for a Council Directive on a Common
Consolidated Corporate Tax Base (CCCTB)’, 25 October 2016, accessed 15
October 2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/
com_2016_685_en.pdf
European Commission, ‘Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base
(CCCTB)’, website, last updated 12 October 2017, accessed 15 October
2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/business/company-tax/
common-consolidated-corporate-tax-base-ccctb_en
European Commission, ‘Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base

References

216

217

218

219

220

221

222

223

224

225

226

227

228

229

230

231

(CCCTB)’, website, last updated 12 October 2017, accessed 15 October
2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/business/company-tax/
common-consolidated-corporate-tax-base-ccctb_en
Eurodad, ‘European Commission’s CCCTB proposal ‘will not fix the
problem of transfer pricing and corporate tax dodging’’, 25 October
2016, accessed 15 October 2017, http://www.eurodad.org/Entries/
view/1546657/2016/10/25/European-Commission-s-CCCTB-proposalwill-not-fix-the-problem-of-transfer-pricing-and-corporate-tax-dodging
European Commission, ‘Proposal for a Council Directive on a Common
Corporate Tax Base’, 25 October 2016, accessed 15 October 2017, https://
ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/com_2016_685_
en.pdf , p. 7
European Commission, ‘Proposal for a Council Directive on a Common
Corporate Tax Base’, 25 October 2016, accessed 15 October 2017, https://
ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/com_2016_685_
en.pdf , p. 7
European Commission, ‘Proposal for a Council Directive on a Common
Corporate Tax Base’, 25 October 2016, accessed 15 October 2017, https://
ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/com_2016_685_
en.pdf , p. 7
See for example Eurodad, ‘Briefing: An analysis of the European Commission’s Anti-Tax Avoidance Package’, 28 January 2016, accessed 15 October
2017, http://www.eurodad.org/ECtaxpackage
Sean Duffy & Independent.ie Business Desk, ‘Ireland one of seven countries to object to CCCTB-Hayes’, Independent, 9 January 2017, accessed 15
October 2017, http://www.independent.ie/business/irish/ireland-one-ofseven-countries-to-object-to-ccctbhayes-35352328.html
George Psyllides, ‘Cabinet opposes new EU tax rules’, CyprusMail, 22 March 2017, accessed 15 October 2017, http://cyprus-mail.
com/2017/03/22/cabinet-opposes-new-eu-tax-rules/
The proposal for a blacklist first appeared in the European Commission’s
External Strategy for Effective Taxation, which made it clear that the
list would concern ‘third countries’, i.e. non-EU countries. See European
Commission, ‘Communication from the Commission to the European
Parliament and the Council on an External Strategy for Effective Taxation’,
28 January 2016, accessed 15 October 2017, http://eur-lex.europa.eu/resource.html?uri=cellar:b5aef3db-c5a7-11e5-a4b5-01aa75ed71a1.0018.02/
DOC_1&format=PDF
Council of the European Union, ‘Criteria and process leading to the establishment of the EU list of noncooperative jurisdictions for tax purposes
- Council conclusions’, 8 November 2016, accessed 15 October 2017, http://
www.consilium.europa.eu/fr/press/press-releases/2016/11/pdf/08-ecofin-non-coop-juris-st14166_en16_pdf/
Joe Kirwin, ‘EU Mulls Tax Sanctions for Countries Branded Tax Havens’, Bloomberg, 2 March 2017, https://www.bna.com/eu-mullstax-n57982084647/
For example, the European Commission published a list in 2015, which
was produced by compiling the lists of EU member states. While the list
included a number of smaller countries, it failed to include powerful countries such as the United States and Switzerland. The list was later taken
off the internet but is available at Eurodad, ‘Eurodad reaction to Council
Conclusions on EU tax haven blacklist’, 8 November 2016, http://eurodad.
org/EUblacklistCouncilConclusions
See for example Eurodad, ‘Eurodad reaction to Council Conclusions on EU
tax haven blacklist’, 8 November 2016, http://eurodad.org/EUblacklistCouncilConclusions
AFP, ‘Tax havens: Switzerland is not blacklisted by the European Union’,
published by Le Temps, 7 November 2017, accessed 8 November 2017,
https://www.letemps.ch/economie/2017/11/07/paradis-fiscaux-suissene-figure-liste-noire-lunion-europeenne
European Commission, ‘Questions and Answers on the common EU list of
non-cooperative tax jurisdictions’, 15 September 2016, accessed 15 October 2017, http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_MEMO-16-2997_en.htm
Joe Kirwin, ‘EU Mulls Tax Sanctions for Countries Branded Tax Havens’, Bloomberg, 2 March 2017, https://www.bna.com/eu-mullstax-n57982084647/
Global Forum on Transparency and Exchange of Information for Tax Purposes, ‘Strong progress seen on international tax transparency’, 28 June
2017, accessed 15 October 2017, http://www.oecd.org/tax/transparency/
strong-progress-seen-on-international-tax-transparency.htm

232 Government of Brazil, ‘Instrução Normativa RFB nº 1658, de 13 de
setembro de 2016’, 19 September 2016, accessed 15 October 2017, http://
normas.receita.fazenda.gov.br/sijut2consulta/link.action?visao=anotado&idAto=77307
233 Peter O’Dwyer, ‘Brazil will not take Ireland off tax blacklist’, The Times, 14
December 2016, accessed 15 October 2017, https://www.thetimes.co.uk/
article/brazil-will-not-take-ireland-off-tax-blacklist-8hkwf2vx0
234 Peter O’Dwyer, ‘Brazil will not take Ireland off tax blacklist’, The Times, 14
December 2016, accessed 15 October 2017, https://www.thetimes.co.uk/
article/brazil-will-not-take-ireland-off-tax-blacklist-8hkwf2vx0
235 Government of Brazil, ‘Instrução Normativa RFB nº 1037, de 04 de junho de
2010’, Last updated 29 December 2016, accessed 15 October 2017, http://
normas.receita.fazenda.gov.br/sijut2consulta/link.action?visao=anotado&idAto=16002#1661416
236 European Commission, ‘Proposal for a Council Directive amending Directive 2011/16/EU as regards mandatory automatic exchange of information
in the field of taxation in relation to reportable cross-border arrangements’, 21 June 2017, accessed 25 October 2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/intermediaries-proposal-2017_en.pdf ,
p.2
237 European Commission, ‘Proposal for a Council Directive amending Directive 2011/16/EU as regards mandatory automatic exchange of information
in the field of taxation in relation to reportable cross-border arrangements’, 21 June 2017, accessed 25 October 2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/intermediaries-proposal-2017_en.pdf
238 European Parliament, ‘European Parliament resolution of 25 November 2015 on tax rulings and other measures similar in nature or effect’,
accessed 25 October 2017, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.
do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P8-TA-2015-0408+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
239 European Parliament, ‘European Parliament resolution of 25 November 2015 on tax rulings and other measures similar in nature or effect’,
accessed 25 October 2017, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.
do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P8-TA-2015-0408+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
240 James Crisp, ‘Barnier rejects calls to sack PwC from bank transparency
study’, EurActiv, 14 July 2014, accessed 25 October 2017, https://www.
euractiv.com/section/euro-finance/news/barnier-rejects-calls-to-sackpwc-from-bank-transparency-study/
241 James Crisp, ‘Barnier rejects calls to sack PwC from bank transparency
study’, EurActiv, 14 July 2014, accessed 25 October 2017, https://www.
euractiv.com/section/euro-finance/news/barnier-rejects-calls-to-sackpwc-from-bank-transparency-study/
242 PwC EU Services, ‘All the support you need’, no date, accessed 25 October
2017, http://www.pwc.com/gx/en/services/european-union/assets/pwceu-services-brochure.pdf#page=18
243 European Parliament, ‘European Parliament resolution of 25 November 2015 on tax rulings and other measures similar in nature or effect’,
accessed 25 October 2017, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.
do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P8-TA-2015-0408+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
244 An estimate from the EU’s Financial Transparency Register says that PwC
received over €19 million in 2016 alone. See http://ec.europa.eu/budget/
fts/index_en.htm (specify beneficiary: PricewaterhouseCoopers; year:
2016).
245 Margot Williams, Edouard Perrin, Emilia Díaz-Struck, Delphine Reuter,
Frédéric Zalac, Harvey Cashore, Lars Bové, Kristof Clerix, Julia Stein,
Titus Plattner, Mario Stäuble, Minna Knus-Galán, Matthew Caruana
Galizia, Rigoberto Carvajal, Christoph Lütgertand Neil Chenoweth, ‘Leaked
Documents Expose Global Companies’ Secret Tax Deals in Luxembourg’,
International Consortium of Investigative Journalists, November 2014,
https://www.icij.org/investigations/luxembourg-leaks/leaked-documents-expose-global-companies-secret-tax-deals-luxembourg/
246 Margot Williams, Edouard Perrin, Emilia Díaz-Struck, Delphine Reuter,
Frédéric Zalac, Harvey Cashore, Lars Bové, Kristof Clerix, Julia Stein,
Titus Plattner, Mario Stäuble, Minna Knus-Galán, Matthew Caruana
Galizia, Rigoberto Carvajal, Christoph Lütgertand Neil Chenoweth, ‘Leaked
Documents Expose Global Companies’ Secret Tax Deals in Luxembourg’,
International Consortium of Investigative Journalists, November 2014,
https://www.icij.org/investigations/luxembourg-leaks/leaked-documents-expose-global-companies-secret-tax-deals-luxembourg/
247 Margot Williams, Edouard Perrin, Emilia Díaz-Struck, Delphine Reuter,
Frédéric Zalac, Harvey Cashore, Lars Bové, Kristof Clerix, Julia Stein,

Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom • 145

References

248

249

250

251

252

253

254

255
256

257

258

259

260
261

262

263

Titus Plattner, Mario Stäuble, Minna Knus-Galán, Matthew Caruana
Galizia, Rigoberto Carvajal, Christoph Lütgertand Neil Chenoweth, ‘Leaked
Documents Expose Global Companies’ Secret Tax Deals in Luxembourg’,
International Consortium of Investigative Journalists, November 2014,
https://www.icij.org/investigations/luxembourg-leaks/leaked-documents-expose-global-companies-secret-tax-deals-luxembourg/
Eric Maurice, ‘LuxLeaks whistleblowers sentenced again’, EUobserver,
15 March 2017, accessed 25 October 2017, https://euobserver.com/justice/137256
Comité de soutien à Antoine, ‘LuxLeaks verdict: A mixed feeling’, 16
March 2017, accessed 15 October 2017, https://support-antoine.org/en/
blog/2017/03/16/luxleaks-verdict/
Comité de soutien à Antoine, ‘LuxLeaks verdict: A mixed feeling’, 16
March 2017, accessed 15 October 2017, https://support-antoine.org/en/
blog/2017/03/16/luxleaks-verdict/
Comité de soutien à Antoine, ‘Appeal documents have been filed’, 20
July 2017, accessed 15 October 2017, https://support-antoine.org/en/
blog/2017/06/07/pourvoi-cassation/
European Commission, ‘Public consultation on whistleblower protection’,
website, accessed 15 October 2017, http://ec.europa.eu/newsroom/just/
item-detail.cfm?item_id=54254
See for example European Parliament, ‘European Parliament resolution of 6 July 2016 on tax rulings and other measures similar in
nature or effect (2016/2038(INI))’, accessed 19 September 2017, http://
www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P8-TA-2016-0310+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN&language=EN , para 62; or
European Parliament, ‘European Parliament resolution of 8 July 2015 on
tax avoidance and tax evasion as challenges for governance, social protection and development in developing countries (2015/2058(INI))’, accessed
19 September 2017, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&reference=P8-TA-2015-0265&language=EN&ring=A8-2015-0184
, para 12
European Commission, ‘Platform for Tax Good Governance. Follow-up of
the Communication on the External Strategy: Toolbox spill-over effects
of EU tax policies on developing countries’, 15 June 2017, accessed 19
September 2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/
files/platform_dta_spillovers_toolbox.docx.pdf
ActionAid, ‘Stemming the Spills’, 31 July 2017, accessed 19 September
2017, http://actionaid.org/sites/files/actionaid/guiding_framework.pdf
Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf , p.80
See for example High Level Panel on Illicit Financial Flows from Africa,
‘Track it! Stop it! Get it!’, Commissioned by the AU/ECA Conference of Ministers of Finance, Planning and Economic Development, 2015, accessed 25
October 2017, https://www.uneca.org/sites/default/files/PublicationFiles/
iff_main_report_26feb_en.pdf , p.37
Pooja Rangaprasad, ‘Should a problem for everyone be solved by the
few?’, Financial Transparency Coalition, 2 December 2015, accessed 25
October 2017, https://financialtransparency.org/should-a-problem-foreveryone-be-solved-by-the-few/
See Addis Tax Initiative, ‘Background’, website, accessed 25 October 2017,
https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/#slider-1 and Addis Tax Initiative, ‘Fact
Sheet’, no date, accessed 25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.
net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Factsheet_EN.pdf
Addis Tax Initiative, ‘Members’, website, accessed 25 October 2017, https://
www.addistaxinitiative.net/#slider-4
Addis Tax Initiative, ‘Financing for Development Conference The Addis
Tax Initiative – Declaration’, July 2015, accessed 25 October 2017, https://
www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Declaration_
EN.pdf
See Addis Tax Initiative, ‘Monitoring and Reporting of the Addis Tax
Initiative’, no date, accessed 25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Note_EN.pdf and
Addis Tax Initiative, ‘Minutes of the 2nd Meeting of the signatories of the
Addis Tax Initiative ’, 19 October 2016, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/
documents/ATI_Meeting-Minutes_10-2016_EN.pdf
Addis Tax Initiative, ‘Financing for Development Conference The Addis
Tax Initiative – Declaration’, July 2015, accessed 25 October 2017, https://
www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Declaration_

146 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

EN.pdf
264 Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf , p.59
265 Addis Tax Initiative, ‘Financing for Development Conference The Addis
Tax Initiative – Declaration’, July 2015, accessed 25 October 2017, https://
www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Declaration_
EN.pdf
266 Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf , p.59
267 Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf , p.59
268 Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf , p.45
269 The original ATI declaration focuses on development – not the business
environment. See Addis Tax Initiative, ‘Financing for Development Conference The Addis Tax Initiative – Declaration’, July 2015, accessed 25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Declaration_EN.pdf
270 Addis Tax Initiative, ‘Members’, website, accessed 25 October 2017, https://
www.addistaxinitiative.net/#slider-4
271 Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf , p.26
272 See for example ActionAid, ‘Stemming the Spills’, 31 July 2017, accessed
19 September 2017, http://actionaid.org/sites/files/actionaid/guiding_
framework.pdf
273 Independent Commission for Aid Impact, ‘UK aid’s contribution to tackling
tax avoidance and evasion’, 27 September 2016, accessed 25 October
2017, https://icai.independent.gov.uk/html-report/uk-aids-contributionto-tackling-tax-avoidance-and-evasion/
274 G20, ‘London Summit – Leaders’ Statement’, 2 April 2009, accessed
10 October 2017, https://www.imf.org/external/np/sec/pr/2009/pdf/
g20_040209.pdf
275 Juliette Garside, ‘Credit Suisse embroiled in major global tax evasion
investigation’, The Guardian, 31 March 2017, accessed 10 October 2017,
https://www.theguardian.com/business/2017/mar/31/uk-raids-dutchprosecutors-tax-germany-france
276 Juliette Garside, ‘Credit Suisse embroiled in major global tax evasion
investigation’, The Guardian, 31 March 2017, accessed 10 October 2017,
https://www.theguardian.com/business/2017/mar/31/uk-raids-dutchprosecutors-tax-germany-france
277 Gabriel Zucman, ‘Hidden Wealth of Nations’, University of Chicago Press,
September 2015, accessed 11 October 2017, http://gabriel-zucman.eu/
hidden-wealth/
278 John Christensen and James Henry, ‘The Offshore Trillions’, The New York
Review of Books, 10 March 2016, accessed 11 October 2017, http://www.
nybooks.com/articles/2016/03/10/the-offshore-trillions/
279 European commission, ‘Fighting tax evasion: EU and Switzerland sign
historic tax transparency agreement’, press release, 27 May 2015,
accessed 10 October 2017, http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-155043_en.htm
280 The Federal Council, ‘Botschaft über die Einführung des automatischen
Informationsaustauschs über Finanzkonten mit 41 Partnerstaaten ab
2018/2019’, 16 June 2017, accessed 10 October 2017, https://www.admin.
ch/opc/de/federal-gazette/2017/4913.pdf
281 OECD, ‘Standard for Automatic Exchange of Financial Information in Tax
Matters The CRS Implementation Handbook’, August 2015, accessed 10
October 2017, https://www.oecd.org/ctp/exchange-of-tax-information/
implementation-handbook-standard-for-automatic-exchange-of-financial-information-in-tax-matters.pdf
282 Financial Transparency Coalition, ‘Unequal exchange’, website, accessed
25 October 2017, https://financialtransparency.org/unequal-exchange/
283 OECD, ‘Transfer Pricing Documentation and Country-by-Country
Reporting, Action 13 - 2015 Final Report’, 5 October 2015, accessed 10
October 2017, http://www.keepeek.com/Digital-Asset-Management/oecd/
taxation/transfer-pricing-documentation-and-country-by-country-re-

References

284

285

286

287

288

289

290
291

292

293

294

295

296

297

298

299

300

301

porting-action-13-2015-final-report_9789264241480-en#.Wdz8C2iCw2w#page3
OECD, ‘Country-by-Country Reporting: Update on exchange relationships and implementation’, website, accessed 10 October 2017, http://
www.oecd.org/tax/beps/country-by-country-reporting-update-on-exchange-relationships-and-implementation.htm
Government of Vietnam, ‘Nghị định. quy định về quản lý thuế đối với doanh
nghiệp’, 24 February 2017, accessed 11 October 2017, http://hoian.gov.vn/
tuphap/pages/detail.aspx?IDBaiViet=15645 , article 4(c)
OECD, ‘Country-by-Country Reporting: Update on exchange relationships and implementation’, website, accessed 10 October 2017, http://
www.oecd.org/tax/beps/country-by-country-reporting-update-on-exchange-relationships-and-implementation.htm
EPSU, ‘Six Reasons Why Tax Inspectors Want Public Country-by-Country
Reporting’, 31 May 2017, accessed 11 October 2017, http://www.epsu.org/
nl/node/10096
Michael Stothard, ‘France to appeal against Google’s tax case win’,
13 July 2017, accessed 11 October 2017, https://www.ft.com/content/37010a38-67c1-11e7-9a66-93fb352ba1fe?mhq5j=e6
EPSU, ‘Six Reasons Why Tax Inspectors Want Public Country-by-Country
Reporting’, 31 May 2017, accessed 11 October 2017, http://www.epsu.org/
nl/node/10096
European Investigative Collaborations, ‘Malta Files’, May 2017, accessed 5
October 2017, https://eic.network/projects/malta-files
Matthew Vella, ‘What are the Malta Files?’, MaltaToday, 20 May 2017,
accessed 5 October 2017, http://www.maltatoday.com.mt/news/national/77384/what_are_the_malta_files#.WdYbsmiCw2w
Jürgen Dahlkamp, Christoph Winterbach, Gunther Latsch, Christoph Pauly
and Jörg Schmitt, ‘Drei deutsche Konzerne, ein Klingelknopf’, Der Spiegel,
20 May 2017, http://www.spiegel.de/spiegel/maltafiles-enttarnen-deutsche-steuervermeider-auf-malta-a-1148521.html
Jürgen Dahlkamp, Christoph Winterbach, Gunther Latsch, Christoph Pauly
and Jörg Schmitt, ‘Drei deutsche Konzerne, ein Klingelknopf’, Der Spiegel,
20 May 2017, http://www.spiegel.de/spiegel/maltafiles-enttarnen-deutsche-steuervermeider-auf-malta-a-1148521.html
Matthew Vella, ‘Every year Malta wipes out €2 billion in foreign tax by
giving shareholders 85% rebates on their tax’, MaltaToday, 13 September
2016, accessed 5 October 2017, http://www.maltatoday.com.mt/news/
national/69486/every_year_malta_wipes_out_2_billion_in_foreign_tax_
by_giving_shareholders_85_rebates_on_their_tax_#.WdYGBmiCw2x
Jürgen Dahlkamp, Christoph Winterbach, Gunther Latsch, Christoph
Pauly and Jörg Schmitt, ‘Drei deutsche Konzerne, ein Klingelknopf’, Der
Spiegel, 20 May 2017, http://www.spiegel.de/spiegel/maltafiles-enttarnen-deutsche-steuervermeider-auf-malta-a-1148521.html
Matthew Vella, ‘Every year Malta wipes out €2 billion in foreign tax by
giving shareholders 85% rebates on their tax’, MaltaToday, 13 September
2016, accessed 5 October 2017, http://www.maltatoday.com.mt/news/
national/69486/every_year_malta_wipes_out_2_billion_in_foreign_tax_
by_giving_shareholders_85_rebates_on_their_tax_#.WdYGBmiCw2x
Matthew Vella, ‘Every year Malta wipes out €2 billion in foreign tax by
giving shareholders 85% rebates on their tax’, MaltaToday, 13 September
2016, accessed 5 October 2017, http://www.maltatoday.com.mt/news/
national/69486/every_year_malta_wipes_out_2_billion_in_foreign_tax_
by_giving_shareholders_85_rebates_on_their_tax_#.WdYGBmiCw2x
Der Spiegel, ‘Wie deutsche Konzerne Malta als Geldparkhaus nutzen’, 19
May 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, http://www.spiegel.de/wirtschaft/
soziales/malta-wie-deutsche-konzerne-die-insel-als-steueroase-nutzen-a-1148469.html
European Commission, ‘Proposal for a Directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive 2013/34/EU as regards
disclosure of income tax information by certain undertakings and
branches’, 12 April 2016, accessed 5 October 2017, http://eur-lex.europa.
eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:52016PC0198&from=EN
OECD, ‘Transfer Pricing Documentation and Country-By-Country
Reporting’, 2015, accessed 5 October 2017, http://www.keepeek.com/
Digital-Asset-Management/oecd/taxation/transfer-pricing-documentation-and-country-by-country-reporting-action-13-2015-final-report_9789264241480-en#.WdYjIWiCw2w#page1 , p. 21
Council of the European Union, ‘Interinstitutional File: 2016/0107 (COD)’, 22
June 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, http://data.consilium.europa.eu/doc/

document/ST-10525-2017-INIT/en/pdf
302 Oxfam France, ‘Loi Sapin 2: les député-e-s adoptent un reporting public
en trompe l’œil‘, 9 June 2016, accessed 5 October 2017, https://www.
oxfamfrance.org/communique-presse/justice-fiscale/loi-sapin-2-deputee-s-adoptent-reporting-public-en-trompe-loeil
303 Joe Kirwin, ‘EU Parliament May Lose Right to Veto Public Tax Reporting’,
Bloomberg, 15 November 2016, accessed 5 October 2017, https://www.
bna.com/eu-parliament-may-n57982082726/
304 Joe Kirwin, ‘EU Parliament May Lose Right to Veto Public Tax Reporting’,
Bloomberg, 15 November 2016, accessed 5 October 2017, https://www.
bna.com/eu-parliament-may-n57982082726/
305 European Parliament Committee on Legal Affairs, ‘Opinion on the
legal basis of the Commission proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive 2013/34/EU as
regards disclosure of income tax information by certain undertakings
and branches (COM(2016)0198 – C8-0146/2016 – 2016/0107(COD)) ‘, 17
January 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, http://www.europarl.europa.
eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-%2f%2fEP%2f%2fNONSGML%2bCOMPARL%2bPE-597.460%2b01%2bDOC%2bPDF%2bV0%2f%2fEN
306 Joe Kirwin, ‘EU Parliament May Lose Right to Veto Public Tax Reporting’,
Bloomberg, 15 November 2016, accessed 5 October 2017, https://www.
bna.com/eu-parliament-may-n57982082726/
307 European Parliament, ‘Amendments adopted by the European Parliament
on 4 July 2017 on the proposal for a directive of the European Parliament
and of the Council amending Directive 2013/34/EU as regards disclosure of income tax information by certain undertakings and branches (COM(2016)0198 – C8-0146/2016 – 2016/0107(COD)) (1) (Ordinary
legislative procedure: first reading)’, accessed 5 October 2017, http://
www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&language=EN&reference=P8-TA-2017-0284
308 Cécile Barbière, ‘European Parliament on the fence over tax transparency for multinationals’, Euractiv, 14 June 2017, accessed 5 October 2017,
http://www.euractiv.com/section/economy-jobs/news/european-parliament-on-the-fence-over-tax-transparency-for-multinationals/
309 European Parliament, ‘Amendments adopted by the European Parliament
on 4 July 2017 on the proposal for a directive of the European Parliament
and of the Council amending Directive 2013/34/EU as regards disclosure of income tax information by certain undertakings and branches (COM(2016)0198 – C8-0146/2016 – 2016/0107(COD)) (1) (Ordinary
legislative procedure: first reading)’, accessed 5 October 2017, http://
www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&language=EN&reference=P8-TA-2017-0284
310 Official Journal of the European Union. ‘Directive 2013/36/EU of the
European Parliament and of the Council of 26 June 2013 on access to
the activity of credit institutions and the prudential supervision of credit
institutions and investment firms, amending Directive 2002/87/EC and
repealing Directives 2006/48/EC and 2006/49/EC’, accessed 5 October 2017, http://eur-lex.europa.eu/LexUriServ/LexUriServ.do?uri=OJ:L:2013:176:0338:0436:En:PDF , article 89
311 Oxfam, ‘Opening the Vaults : The Use of Tax Havens by Europe’s Biggest
Banks’, 27 March 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, https://www.oxfam.org/
sites/www.oxfam.org/files/bp-opening-vaults-banks-tax-havens-270317en.pdf Barclays commented in its country by country report: ‘Luxembourg
tax was not paid on the great majority of the profits due to either an offset of
tax losses or as a result of dividends not being taxed under Luxembourg
law.’ Source: Barclays Tax ‘Our 2015 country snapshot’, 29 February 2016,
accessed 5 October 2017, https://www.home.barclays/content/dam/barclayspublic/docs/InvestorRelations/AnnualReports/AR2015/Barclays%20
PLC%20Country%20by%20Country%20Report%202015.pdf When contacted by Oxfam, the bank confirmed that its high profit margin and very low
tax rate in Luxembourg was due to the receipt of non-taxable dividends in
the country
312 Oxfam, ‘Opening the Vaults : The Use of Tax Havens by Europe’s Biggest
Banks’, 27 March 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, https://www.oxfam.org/
sites/www.oxfam.org/files/bp-opening-vaults-banks-tax-havens-270317en.pdf
313 Oxfam, ‘Opening the Vaults : The Use of Tax Havens by Europe’s Biggest
Banks’, 27 March 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, https://www.oxfam.org/
sites/www.oxfam.org/files/bp-opening-vaults-banks-tax-havens-270317en.pdf

Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom • 147

References

314 Oxfam, ‘Opening the Vaults : The Use of Tax Havens by Europe’s Biggest
Banks’, 27 March 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, https://www.oxfam.org/
sites/www.oxfam.org/files/bp-opening-vaults-banks-tax-havens-270317en.pdf
315 Group of the Progressive Alliance of Socialists and Democrats in the
European Parliament, ‘Are big banks’ profits in tax havens legal? The
Commission must launch a full investigation and lift all doubts ‘, 28 March
2017, accessed 5 October 2017, http://www.socialistsanddemocrats.eu/
newsroom/are-big-banks-profits-tax-havens-legal-commission-mustlaunch-full-investigation-and-lift
316 Norges Bank, ‘Tax and Transparency’ 7 April 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, https://www.nbim.no/contentassets/48b3ea4218e44caab5f2a1f56992f67e/expectations-document---tax-and-transparency---norges-bank-investment-management.pdf
317 International Consortium of Investigative Journalists, ‘Inside The Secret
World Of Offshore Mega-Trusts’, 7 November 2017, accessed 8 November
2017, https://www.icij.org/investigations/paradise-papers/secret-worldoffshore-mega-trusts/
318 International Consortium of Investigative Journalists, ‘Inside The Secret
World Of Offshore Mega-Trusts’, 7 November 2017, accessed 8 November
2017, https://www.icij.org/investigations/paradise-papers/secret-worldoffshore-mega-trusts/
319 Appleby, ‘UK Tax reforms make Bermuda trust appealing’, 16 February
2017, accessed 8 November 2017, https://www.applebyglobal.com/
insights/insights-2017/uk-tax-reforms-make-bermuda-trusts-appealing-february-2017.aspx
320 BBC, ‘Paradise Papers: Tax haven secrets of ultra-rich exposed’, 6
November 2017, accessed 8 November 2017, http://www.bbc.com/news/
uk-41876942
321 Appleby, ‘Appleby reaction to media coverage’, 6 November 2017, accessed
7 November 2017, https://www.applebyglobal.com/media-statements/
appleby-reaction-to-media-coverage.aspx
322 Luke Harding, ‘The Global Laundromat: how did it work and who benefited?’, The Guardian, 20 March 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, https://www.
theguardian.com/world/2017/mar/20/the-global-laundromat-how-did-itwork-and-who-benefited
323 The Organized Crime and Corruption Reporting Project, ‘The Russian
Laundromat Exposed’, 20 March 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, https://
www.occrp.org/en/laundromat/the-russian-laundromat-exposed/
324 The Organized Crime and Corruption Reporting Project, ‘The Azerbaijani
Laundromat’, September 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, https://www.
occrp.org/en/azerbaijanilaundromat/
325 Luke Harding, ‘Everything you need to know about the Azerbaijani
Laundromat’, The Guardian, 4 September 2017, accessed 5 October 2017,
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2017/sep/04/everything-you-needto-know-about-the-azerbaijani-laundromat
326 Bo Elkjær, ‘Interaktiv grafik: Se hvordan momsfusk trækker tråde til
terrormistænkte’, Danmarks Radio, 25 January 2016, accessed 5 October
2017, http://www.dr.dk/nyheder/penge/interaktiv-grafik-se-hvordan-momsfusk-traekker-traade-til-terrormistaenkte
327 Bo Elkjær, Mads Nilsson and Troels Kingo Larsen, ‘To ministre i
samråd om terrorsvindel for millioner’, Danmarks Radio, 29 June 2017,
accessed 5 October 2017, https://www.dr.dk/nyheder/indland/ministre-i-samraad-om-terrorsvindel-millioner
328 Bo Elkjær, Mads Nilsson and Troels Kingo Larsen, ‘Kapitel 2: Danske
direktører i hellig krig’, Danmarks Radio, 25 January 2016, accessed 5
October 2017, https://www.dr.dk/nyheder/webfeature/krigsdirektorene
The person registered as director has denied being the actual director of
the company, and instead suggested that his name and ID can have been
abused by others
329 Bo Elkjær, Mads Nilsson and Troels Kingo Larsen, ‘Kapitel 2: Danske direktører i hellig krig’, Danmarks Radio, 25 January 2016, accessed 5 October
2017, https://www.dr.dk/nyheder/webfeature/krigsdirektorene
330 EY, ‘Corporate misconduct — individual consequences’, 14th Global Fraud
Survey 2016, accessed 5 October 2017, http://www.ey.com/Publication/
vwLUAssets/ey-global-fraud-survey-2016/$FILE/ey-global-fraud-survey-final.pdf, page 4
331 Ben Stupples, ‘HSBC Shows ‘Support’ for Public Beneficial Ownership
Registers’, Bloomberg, 27 March 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, https://
www.bna.com/hsbc-shows-support-n57982085758/

148 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

332 Letter to the US Senate dated 7 September 2016, accessed 5 October
2017, https://www.globalwitness.org/documents/18603/Updated_Investor_sign_on_letter_re_ITLEAA_Senate_20160901.pdf
333 http://ec.europa.eu/justice/civil/financial-crime/applying-legislation/
index_en.htm
334 Council of the European Union, ‘Money laundering and terrorist financing:
Council agrees its negotiating stance’, 20 December 2017, accessed
5 October 2017, http://www.consilium.europa.eu/en/press/press-releases/2016/12/20-money-laundering-and-terrorist-financing/
335 European Commission, ‘Commission Staff Working document. Impact
Assessment. Accompanying the document Proposal for a Directive of the
European Parliament and the Council amending Directive (EU) 2015/849
on the prevention of the use of the financial system for the purposes
of money laundering or terrorist financing and amending Directive
2009/101/EC’, 5 July 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, http://eur-lex.europa.
eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52016SC0223 , p. 100
336 European Commission, ‘Commission Staff Working document. Impact
Assessment. Accompanying the document Proposal for a Directive of the
European Parliament and the Council amending Directive (EU) 2015/849
on the prevention of the use of the financial system for the purposes
of money laundering or terrorist financing and amending Directive
2009/101/EC’, 5 July 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, http://eur-lex.europa.
eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?uri=CELEX%3A52016SC0223 , p. 100
337 Laure Brillaud, ‘Has the EU Council even heard about the Panama
Papers?’, Transparency International EU, 20 December 2016, accessed 5
October 2017, https://transparency.eu/has-the-european-council-evenheard-about-the-panama-papers/
338 See national chapters for the respective countries
339 European Parliament, ‘Report on the proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive (EU) 2015/849 on
the prevention of the use of the financial system for the purposes of money laundering or terrorist financing and amending Directive 2009/101/
EC ’, 9 March 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, http://www.europarl.europa.
eu/sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A8-2017-0056+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN The report includes the language suggested by the
European Commission as well as changes suggested by the Parliament
340 Robert Palmer and Sam Leon, ‘What does the UK Beneficial Ownership
Data Show Us?’, Global Witness, 22 November 2017, accessed 5 October
2017, https://www.globalwitness.org/en/blog/what-does-uk-beneficialownership-data-show-us/
341 European Parliament, ‘Report on the proposal for a directive of the European Parliament and of the Council amending Directive (EU) 2015/849 on
the prevention of the use of the financial system for the purposes of money laundering or terrorist financing and amending Directive 2009/101/EC ’,
9 March 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/
sides/getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+REPORT+A8-2017-0056+0+DOC+XML+V0//EN
342 Andres Knobel, ‘Trusts: Weapons of Mass Injustice?’, Tax Justice Network,
13 February 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, http://www.taxjustice.net/
wp-content/uploads/2017/02/Trusts-Weapons-of-Mass-Injustice-Final12-FEB-2017.pdf
343 International Federation of Accountants (IFAC) and the Association of
Chartered Certified Accountants (ACCA), ‘G20 public trust in tax’, March
2017, accessed 18 August 2017, https://www.ifac.org/system/files/publications/files/G20-Public-Trust-in-Tax.pdf
344 Carola Iñiguez, ‘Statement on behalf of the Group of 77 and China by Carola Iñiguez, Undersecretary of International Organizations of Ecuador, at
the ECOSOC Special Meeting on International Cooperation in Tax Matters’,
United Nations Headquarters, New York, 7 April 2017, accessed 18 August
2017, http://www.g77.org/statement/getstatement.php?id=170407b
345 See for example European Parliament, ‘European Parliament resolution
of 6 July 2016 on tax rulings and other measures similar in nature or
effect’, accessed 1 November 2017, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/
getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+TA+P8-TA-2016-0310+0+DOC+XML+V0//
EN , para 60, or European Parliament, ‘European Parliament resolution of 8 July 2015 on tax avoidance and tax evasion as challenges for
governance, social protection and development in developing countries
(2015/2058(INI))’, accessed 19 September 2017, http://www.europarl.
europa.eu/sides/getDoc.do?type=TA&reference=P8-TA-2015-0265&language=EN&ring=A8-2015-0184 , para 13

References

346 European Commission, ‘Answer given by Mr Moscovici on behalf of the Commission’, 30 May 2016, accessed 1 November 2017,
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getAllAnswers.do?reference=P-2016-002732&language=EN
347 See national chapters under the headline ‘Global Solutions’
348 Mahlatse Mminele, ‘Remarks by Mr. Mahlatse Mminele Depute Permanent
Representative of the Permanent Mission of the Republic of South Africa
to the United Nations at the Special Meeting of ECOSOC on International
Cooperation in Tax Matters’, United Nations Headquarters, New York, 7
April 2017, accessed 18 August 2017, http://www.un.org/esa/ffd/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/ICTM2017_Statement_SouthAfrica-1.pdf
349 See for example G20, ’G20 Leaders’ Declaration – Shaping an interconnected world’, Hamburg, 7/8 July 2017, accessed 18 August 2017, https://
www.bundesgesundheitsministerium.de/fileadmin/Dateien/3_Downloads/E/Erklaerungen/G20-leaders-declaration.pdf
350 OECD, ‘Inclusive Framework on BEPS’’, September 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.oecd.org/tax/flyer-inclusive-framework-on-beps.pdf
351 OECD, ‘BEPS 2015 Final Reports’, 2015, accessed 18 August 2017, http://
www.oecd.org/ctp/beps-2015-final-reports.htm
352 OECD, ‘OECD Secretary-General Report to the G20 Finance Ministers and
Central Bank Governors’, September 2015, accessed 18 August 2017,
http://www.oecd.org/g20/topics/taxation/oecd-secretary-general-tax-report-to-g20-FMCBG-september-2015.pdf , p. 11
353 OECD, ’A brief history of AEOI, accessed 18 August 2017, http://www.oecd.
org/tax/automatic-exchange/about-automatic-exchange/#d.en.368731
354 See for example OECD, WB, IMF and UN, ‘Enhancing the Effectiveness
of External Support in Building Tax Capacity in Developing Countries’,
July 2016, accessed 25 October 2017, http://pubdocs.worldbank.org/
en/858011469113510187/Enhancing-the-Effectiveness-of-External-Support-in-Building-Tax-Capacity.pdf , p.5
355 World Bank, ‘First Global Conference of the Platform for Collaboration on
Tax - Taxation and the Sustainable Development Goals’, website, accessed
25 October 2017, http://www.worldbank.org/en/events/2017/06/06/firstglobal-conference-of-the-platform-for-collaboration-on-tax#1
356 Eurodad et al., ’10 Reasons Why an Intergovernmental UN Tax Body Will
Benefit Everyone’, June 2015, accessed 18 August 2017, http://eurodad.
org/files/pdf/55828f0985a99.pdf
357 OECD, ‘Guidance on Transfer Pricing Documentation and Country-by-Country Reporting – Action 13: 2014 deliverables, Accessed
25 September 2015: http://www.oecd-ilibrary.org/docserver/download/2314301e.pdf?expires=1443173878&id=id&accname=guest&checksum=39DD2063821EFDAD7A034988AFFA53B9, p.35-37
358 See chapter 4.5.2 on ‘How to avoid harmful effects of tax treaties?’
359 Original quote: ‚Ich kann nicht glauben, dass sich Österreich im Kampf
gegen Steuertricks der Konzerne auf die Seite von Malta, Zypern und
Großbritannien stellte, denn dann wären wir auf der falschen Seite.‘
Andreas Schnauder, ‘Steueroasen: Karas sieht Schelling „auf der falschen
Seite“‘, Der Standard, 13 November 2017, accessed 13 November 2017,
derstandard.at/2000067671911/Steueroasen-Karas-sieht-Schelling-aufder-falschen-Seite
360 Dossier, ‘Die Russische Waschmaschine’, 20 March 2017, accessed 7
August 2017, https://www.dossier.at/dossiers/geldwaesche/die-russische-waschmaschine/
361 ORF, ‘Geldwäschering umspannte Europa‘, 21 March 2017, accessed 11
August 2017, http://orf.at/stories/2384232/2384235/
362 Kid Möchel, Hermann Sileitsch-Parzer and Franz Jandrasits, ‘Malta-Connection: Wetten, Bier und Luxusjachten’, Kurier, 23 May 2017,
accessed 7 August 2017, https://kurier.at/wirtschaft/malta-connection-wetten-bier-und-luxusjachten/265.498.530
363 Kid Möchel, Hermann Sileitsch-Parzer, ‘Windige Steueroase lockt viele
Österreicher und die Finanz an‘, Kurier, 20 May 2017, accessed 11 August
2017, https://kurier.at/wirtschaft/windige-steueroase-lockt-viele-oesterreicher-und-die-finanz-an/264.929.729
364 Kid Möchel, Hermann Sileitsch-Parzer and Franz Jandrasits, ‘Malta-Connection: Wetten, Bier und Luxusjachten’, Kurier, 23 May 2017,
accessed 7 August 2017, https://kurier.at/wirtschaft/malta-connection-wetten-bier-und-luxusjachten/265.498.530
365 Bundesministerium für Finanzen (Federal Ministry of Finance), ‘EU-Jahresvorschau 2017‘, February 2017, accessed 11 August 2017, https://www.

parlament.gv.at/PAKT/VHG/XXV/III/III_00356/imfname_615940.pdf
366 Ernst & Young, ‘Brazil changes definition of privileged tax regimes for
holding companies in Austria’, Global Tax Alert (News from Americas Tax
Center), 9 January 2017, accessed 11 August 2017, http://www.ey.com/
gl/en/services/tax/international-tax/alert--brazil-changes-definition-ofprivileged-tax-regimes-for-holding-companies-in-austria
367 Renate Graber, ‘Kampf gegen Geldwäsche: Österreich landete fast auf
Watchlist‘, Der Standard, 25 June 2016, accessed 11 August 2017, http://
derstandard.at/2000039776338/Kampf-gegen-Geldwaesche-Oesterreich-landete-fast-auf-Watchlist
368 FATF, ‘Outcomes of the Plenary meeting of the FATF, Busan Korea, 22–24
June 2016’, website, 2016, accessed 1 November 2017, http://www.fatf-gafi.org/publications/fatfgeneral/documents/plenary-outcomes-june-2016.
html
369 Austrian Federal Ministry of Finance, ‘Schelling’s plan to eliminate
opportunities for tax avoidance and evasion. European and international
measures to prevent profit shifting and international tax fraud’, accessed
11 August 2017, https://english.bmf.gv.at/carousel/Schelling_s_plan_to_
eliminate_opportunities_for_tax_avoidanc.pdf?60zi3s
370 The Austrian Industrialist’s Association has calculated the costs for halving the current taxation of 25 per cent for retained profits to be 2 billion
Euros per year. Abolishing the tax would mean a loss of 4 billion Euros per
year – already 50 per cent of Austria’s total CIT revenues of 8 billion Euros
per year. (see Szigetvari, A. ÖVP-Senkung der Unternehmenssteuer kostet
vier Milliarden‘, Der Standard, 5 September 2017, accessed 2 November
2011, http://derstandard.at/2000063657291/OeVP-Senkung-der-Unternehmenssteuer-kostet-vier-Milliarden
371 ÖVP – Liste Sebastian Kurz, ‚Der neue Weg‘, accessed 2 November 2017,
http://diepresse.com/mediadb/pdf/Neue%20Gerechtigkeit.pdf
372 SPÖ, ’ Mehr Steuergerechtigkeit – Schieder legt Gesetz gegen Gewinnverschiebung vor’, 8 June 2017, accessed 1 November 2017, https://klub.
spoe.at/story/mehr-steuergerechtigkeit-%E2%80%93-schieder-legt-gesetz-gegen-gewinnverschiebung-vor
373 SPÖ, ‚Plan A für Austria‘, p. 55, accessed 2 November 2017, http://diepresse.com/mediadb/Wahlprogr.pdf
374 SPÖ, ‘Kern präsentiert sieben Punkte für Europa‘, 4 July 2017, accessed 11
August 2017, https://spoe.at/story/kern-praesentiert-sieben-punkte-fuer-europa
375 FPÖ, ‚Österreicher verdienen Fairness‘, accessed 2 November 2011,
http://diepresse.com/mediadb/fpoe2.pdf
376 Bundesministerium für Finanzen (Federal Ministry of Finance), ‘EU-Jahresvorschau 2012‘, February 2012, accessed 11 August 2017https://www.
parlament.gv.at/PAKT/VHG/XXIV/III/III_00307/imfname_245789.pdf
377 Austrian Federal Ministry of Finance, ‘Schelling’s plan to eliminate
opportunities for tax avoidance and evasion. European and international
measures to prevent profit shifting and international tax fraud’, accessed
11 August 2017, https://english.bmf.gv.at/carousel/Schelling_s_plan_to_
eliminate_opportunities_for_tax_avoidanc.pdf?60zi3s
378 Sune Hein Bertelsen, ‘CCTB/CCCTB positions and ongoing processes‘, Confederation of Danish Industry, 10 February 2017, accessed 11
August 2017, http://www.eu-skatteret.dk/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/
CCTB-CCCTB-positions-and-ondgoing-processes-in-countries-andbusiness.pdf and Parlamentskorrespondenz, ‘EU-Harmonisierungsplan
zur Körperschaftsteuer-Bemessungsgrundlage: Bundesrat fordert
Mindeststeuersatz’, 17 January 2017, accessed 11 August 2017, https://
www.ots.at/presseaussendung/OTS_20170117_OTS0186/eu-harmonisierungsplan-zur-koerperschaftsteuer-bemessungsgrundlage-bundesrat-fordert-mindeststeuersatz
379 https://www.parlament.gv.at/PAKT/VHG/XXV/V/V_00024/fname_579306.
pdf, p.6.
380 Austrian Federal Ministry for Europe, Integration and Foreign Affairs
(BMEIA), response to questionnaire
381 Austrian Federal Ministry for Europe, Integration and Foreign Affairs
(BMEIA), response to questionnaire.
382 Austrian Federal Ministry for Europe, Integration and Foreign Affairs
(BMEIA), response to questionnaire.
383 MNETax, ‘EU finance ministers split on public release of multinational corporation tax data’, 25 April 2016, accessed 11 August 2017, http://mnetax.
com/country-by-country-reporting-public-eu-14778-14778
384 Sozialdemokratischer Parlamentsklub, ‚ Die SPÖ macht Druck für Steuer-

Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom • 149

References

385

386

387

388

389

390

391

392

393

394

395

gerechtigkeit‘, 10 July 2017, accessed 11 August 2017, https://klub.spoe.
at/story/die-spoe-macht-druck-fuer-steuergerechtigkeit
‘Bundesgesetz zur Verhinderung der Geldwäscherei und Terrorismusfinanzierung im Finanzmarkt (Finanzmarkt-Geldwäschegesetz – FM-GwG)‘,
accessed 11 August 2011, https://www.ris.bka.gv.at/GeltendeFassung.
wxe?Abfrage=Bundesnormen&Gesetzesnummer=20009769
Bundesgesetzblatt, ‘Wirtschaftliche Eigentümer Registergesetz – WiEReG
sowie Änderung des Finanzmarkt-Geldwäschegesetzes, des Finanzstrafgesetzes, der Notariatsordnung, der Rechtsanwaltsordnung, des
Devisengesetzes, des Bankwesengesetzes, der Bundesabgabenordnung,
des Finanzmarktaufsichtsbehördengesetzes und des Energieabgabenvergütungsgesetzes‘, BGBl. I Nr. 136/2017, accessed 25 October 2017,
https://www.ris.bka.gv.at/Dokumente/BgblAuth/BGBLA_2017_I_136/
BGBLA_2017_I_136.html
Bundesgesetzblatt, ‘Wirtschaftliche Eigentümer Registergesetz – WiEReG
sowie Änderung des Finanzmarkt-Geldwäschegesetzes, des Finanzstrafgesetzes, der Notariatsordnung, der Rechtsanwaltsordnung, des
Devisengesetzes, des Bankwesengesetzes, der Bundesabgabenordnung,
des Finanzmarktaufsichtsbehördengesetzes und des Energieabgabenvergütungsgesetzes‘, BGBl. I Nr. 136/2017, accessed 25 October 2017,
https://www.ris.bka.gv.at/Dokumente/BgblAuth/BGBLA_2017_I_136/
BGBLA_2017_I_136.html , §9
Bundesgesetzblatt, ‘Wirtschaftliche Eigentümer Registergesetz – WiEReG
sowie Änderung des Finanzmarkt-Geldwäschegesetzes, des Finanzstrafgesetzes, der Notariatsordnung, der Rechtsanwaltsordnung, des
Devisengesetzes, des Bankwesengesetzes, der Bundesabgabenordnung,
des Finanzmarktaufsichtsbehördengesetzes und des Energieabgabenvergütungsgesetzes‘, BGBl. I Nr. 136/2017, accessed 25 October 2017,
https://www.ris.bka.gv.at/Dokumente/BgblAuth/BGBLA_2017_I_136/
BGBLA_2017_I_136.html , §10
Austrian government, ‘Erläuterungen‘, Wirtschaftliche Eigentümer
Registergesetz; Finanzmarkt-Geldwäschegesetz, Finanzstrafgesetz u.a.,
Änderung (1660 d.B.), Government Bill, 2017, accessed 11 August 2017,
https://www.parlament.gv.at/PAKT/VHG/XXV/I/I_01660/fname_639899.
pdf
Treuhand has similarities but is not identical to the Anglo-American ‘trust’.
See I. Gveseliani, ‘German “Treuhand” vis-à-vis Austrian “Treuhand”’, European Scientific Journal, April 2015, accessed 13 November 2017, http://
eujournal.org/index.php/esj/article/viewFile/5511/5301 , p.136
FATF, ‘Anti-money laundering and counter-terrorist financing measures in
Austria – 2016’, 13 September 2016, accessed 7 August 2017, http://www.
fatf-gafi.org/media/fatf/documents/reports/mer4/MER-Austria-2016-Executive-Summary.pdf
Bundesgesetzblatt, ‘Wirtschaftliche Eigentümer Registergesetz – WiEReG
sowie Änderung des Finanzmarkt-Geldwäschegesetzes, des Finanzstrafgesetzes, der Notariatsordnung, der Rechtsanwaltsordnung, des
Devisengesetzes, des Bankwesengesetzes, der Bundesabgabenordnung,
des Finanzmarktaufsichtsbehördengesetzes und des Energieabgabenvergütungsgesetzes‘, BGBl. I Nr. 136/2017, accessed 25 October 2017,
https://www.ris.bka.gv.at/Dokumente/BgblAuth/BGBLA_2017_I_136/
BGBLA_2017_I_136.html , §15
Bundesgesetzblatt, ‘Wirtschaftliche Eigentümer Registergesetz – WiEReG
sowie Änderung des Finanzmarkt-Geldwäschegesetzes, des Finanzstrafgesetzes, der Notariatsordnung, der Rechtsanwaltsordnung, des
Devisengesetzes, des Bankwesengesetzes, der Bundesabgabenordnung,
des Finanzmarktaufsichtsbehördengesetzes und des Energieabgabenvergütungsgesetzes‘, BGBl. I Nr. 136/2017, accessed 25 October 2017,
https://www.ris.bka.gv.at/Dokumente/BgblAuth/BGBLA_2017_I_136/
BGBLA_2017_I_136.html , §7
Bundesgesetzblatt, ‘Wirtschaftliche Eigentümer Registergesetz – WiEReG
sowie Änderung des Finanzmarkt-Geldwäschegesetzes, des Finanzstrafgesetzes, der Notariatsordnung, der Rechtsanwaltsordnung, des
Devisengesetzes, des Bankwesengesetzes, der Bundesabgabenordnung,
des Finanzmarktaufsichtsbehördengesetzes und des Energieabgabenvergütungsgesetzes‘, BGBl. I Nr. 136/2017, accessed 25 October 2017,
https://www.ris.bka.gv.at/Dokumente/BgblAuth/BGBLA_2017_I_136/
BGBLA_2017_I_136.html , §17
Bundeskanzleramt, Rechtsinformationssystem, ‘Bundesrecht konsolidiert: Gesamte Rechtsvorschrift für Gemeinsamer Meldestandard-Gesetz
, Fassung vom 23.11.2017’, accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.ris.

150 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

396

397
398

399
400

401

402
403
404
405

406

407

408

409
410

411

412

413

414

415

416

417
418

bka.gv.at/GeltendeFassung.wxe?Abfrage=Bundesnormen&Gesetzesnummer=20009250&ShowPrintPreview=True ; and
Liechtenstein Legal Gazette, ‘Ordinance of 15 December 2015 on the
International Automatic Exchange of Information in Tax Matters (AEOI
Ordinance)’, No. 358, 2015, accessed 14 November 2017, http://www.llv.li/
files/onlineschalter/Dokument-2784.pdf
See table 4 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
The treaty between Austria and Nepal is not included in the calculation
of the average reduction of developing country tax rates, since it has not
been possible to find data on the statutory tax rates of Nepal.
See figure 3 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
Notification of the Ministry of Finance to the Austrian Parliament, Republic
Österreich, Parlament, ‘Republik Österreich - Republik Kosovo: Vermeidung der Doppelbesteuerung’, 11 November 2015, accessed 13 November
2013, https://www.parlament.gv.at/PAKT/VHG/XXV/GO/GO_00315/index.
shtml
Austrian Federal Ministry of Finance, ‘Doppelbesteuerungsabkommen (DBA)’, accessed 11 August 2017, https://www.bmf.gv.at/steuern/
int-steuerrecht/doppelbesteuerungsabkommen_allgemein.html
https://investinaustria.at/en/headquarters/holding-location.php
See reference to ‘Group Taxation’ below
OECD, ‘FDI in figures’, April 2016, accessed 28 September 2017, http://
www.oecd.org/corporate/FDI-in-Figures-April-2017.pdf
Benedikt Kommenda and Hanna Kordik, ‘Steuersenkung für Unternehmen?‘, Die Presse, 16 October 2016, accessed 7 August 2017, http://
diepresse.com/home/wirtschaft/economist/5102838/Steuersenkung-fuer-Unternehmen
Benedikt Kommenda and Hanna Kordik, ‘Steuersenkung für Unternehmen?‘, Die Presse, 16 October 2016, accessed 7 August 2017, http://
diepresse.com/home/wirtschaft/economist/5102838/Steuersenkung-fuer-Unternehmen
Benedikt Kommenda and Hanna Kordik, ‘Steuersenkung für Unternehmen?‘, Die Presse, 16 October 2016, accessed 7 August 2017, http://
diepresse.com/home/wirtschaft/economist/5102838/Steuersenkung-fuer-Unternehmen
Benedikt Kommenda and Hanna Kordik, ‘Steuersenkung für Unternehmen?‘, Die Presse, 16 October 2016, accessed 7 August 2017, http://
diepresse.com/home/wirtschaft/economist/5102838/Steuersenkung-fuer-Unternehmen
See above under ‘Overview’
Bundesministerium für Finanzen (Federal Ministry of Finance), ‘Förderungsbericht 2015’, accessed 11 August 2017, https://www.bmf.gv.at/
budget/das-budget/Foerderungsbericht_2015.pdf?5te3ig
PwC, ‘Austria’, International Transfer Pricing 2015/16, accessed 11 August
2017, http://www.pwc.com/gr/en/publications/assets/international-transfer-pricing-guide-2015-2016.pdf , p.229
PwC, ‘Austria’, International Transfer Pricing 2015/16, accessed 11 August
2017,http://www.pwc.com/gr/en/publications/assets/international-transfer-pricing-guide-2015-2016.pdf , p.229
Schelling, Hans-Jörg, Anfragebeantwortung 5642/AB, 2 September 2015,
accessed 2 November 2017, https://www.parlament.gv.at/PAKT/VHG/
XXV/AB/AB_05642/imfname_463560.pdf
PwC, ‘Austria’, International Transfer Pricing 2015/16, accessed 11 August
2017, http://www.pwc.com/gr/en/publications/assets/international-transfer-pricing-guide-2015-2016.pdf , p.229
Schelling, Hans-Jörg, Anfragebeantwortung 5642/AB, accessed 2 November 2017, https://www.parlament.gv.at/PAKT/VHG/XXV/AB/AB_05642/
fname_463561.pdf
See European Commission, ‘Statistics on APAs in the EU at the End of
2015’, 20 October 2016, accessed 25 October 2017, https://ec.europa.
eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/jtpf0152016enapa.pdf and
European Commission, ‘Statistics on APAs in the EU at the End of 2014’,
22 October 2015, accessed 25 October 2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/resources/documents/taxation/company_tax/transfer_pricing/forum/jtpf0092015apastatistics2014.pdf
Austrian Federal Ministry for Europe, Integration and Foreign Affairs
(BMEIA), response to questionnaire.
AmCham Belgium, ‘Van Overtveldt: “Lowering the corporate tax rate is a

References

419

420

421

422

423

424
425
426

427
428

429

430

431

432
433

434

435

436

437

438

439

440

necessity”’, 26 January 2017, accessed 3 August 2017, www.amcham.be/
blog/2017/01/van-overtveldt-lowering-corporate-tax-rate-necessity
Johan Van Overtveldt, ‘Pakket extra maatregelen tegen fiscale fraude’, 12
April 2016, accessed 3 August 2017, http://vanovertveldt.belgium.be/nl/
pakket-extra-maatregelen-tegen-fiscale-fraude
RTBF, ‘Panama Papers: une régularisation fiscale ne sera plus possible
si une enquête est lancée’, 12 April 2016, accessed 17 November 2017,
https://www.rtbf.be/info/dossier/les-revelations-des-panama-papers/
detail_panama-papers-des-moyens-renforces-pour-le-fisc-annoncevan-overtveldt?id=9267348
De Morgen, ‘Onderzoek belastinginspectie naar Belgen betrokken bij Panama Papers vordert moeizaam’, 29 March 2017, accessed 3 August 2017,
www.demorgen.be/buitenland/onderzoek-belastinginspectie-naar-belgen-betrokken-bij-panama-papers-vordert-moeizaam-bb5ea00d/
Elodie Lamer, ‘Panama Papers: le fisc a récupéré plus de 8 millions’, Le
Soir, 30 August 2017, accessed 25 October 2017, www.lesoir.be/111509/
article/2017-08-30/panama-papers-le-fisc-recupere-plus-de-8-millions
Patrick Boone, ‘Belgian tax reform reduces corporate rate to 25%
and introduces fiscal consolidation’, PwC, 28 July 2017, accessed 17
November 2017, https://news.pwc.be/belgian-tax-reform-reduces-corporate-rate-to-25-and-introduces-fiscal-consolidation/
See below under ‘Taxation’
See below under ‘Taxation’
RTL, ‘Les politiques ont-ils le pouvoir de s’opposer aux multinationales?
Vous en doutez fortement…’, 1 October 2016, https://www.rtl.be/info/
belgique/economie/les-politiques-ont-ils-le-pouvoir-de-s-opposer-auxmultinationales-vous-en-doutez-fortement--855515.aspx
De Standaard, ‘België blokkeert akkoord over tax planning’, 18 June 2016,
accessed 4 October 2017, www.standaard.be/cnt/dmf20160617_02345398
Council of the European Union, ‘Economic and Financial Affairs Council –
Public session’, 23 May 2017, accessed 3 August 2017, https://video.consilium.europa.eu/en/webcast/044d6f5d-a5ee-49e3-9d07-e7890b4103bb
International Monetary Fund, ‘Belgium and IMF sign a Framework
Arrangement to strengthen Partnership on Capacity Development’,
14 March 2016, accessed 3 August 2017, www.imf.org/en/News/Articles/2015/09/14/01/49/pr16105
Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ADI Monitoring Report 2015’, June 2017, accessed
3 August 2017, www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf
Chambre des représentants de Belgique, ‘Les Panama Papers et la fraude
fiscale internationale’, 31 October 2017, accessed 17 November 2017,
http://www.dekamer.be/FLWB/PDF/54/2749/54K2749001.pdf
MNE Tax, ‘EU finance ministers wary of anti-tax avoidance proposal’, 16
February 2016, accessed 3 August 2017, http://mnetax.com/13515-13515
Commissie voor de Financien en de Begroting, ‘Woensdag 27 April 2016’,
27 April 2017, accessed 3 August 2017, www.dekamer.be/doc/CCRI/
html/54/ic398x.html
Julie Martin, ‘EU finance ministers split on public release of multinational
corporation tax data’, MNE Tax, 25 April 2016, accessed on 3 August 2017,
http://mnetax.com/country-by-country-reporting-public-eu-14778-14778
Wim Vandekerckhove, ‘Providing an Alternative to Silence’, Transparency
International Belgium, March 2013, accessed 3 August 2017, http://transparencybelgium.be/images/slides/ATOS_Towards_greater_support_and_
protection_for_whistleblowers_in_Belgium.pdf
Lauwers & Seutin Fiscale Advocated, ‘Kan de fiscus bankgegevens aankopen?’, 4 April 2017, accessed on 3 August 2017, www.lauwers-seutin.be/
kan-de-fiscus-bankgegevens-aankopen/
Commissie voor de Financien en de Begroting, ‘Beknopt verslag’, 9 September 2016, accessed on 3 August 2017, www.dekamer.be/doc/CCRA/
pdf/54/ac527.pdf , p.22.
De Standaard, ‘Belgie twijfels over kopen data van klokkenluiders’, 13
November 2017, accessed 24 November 2017, http://www.standaard.be/
cnt/dmf20171113_03183486
Axelle Dekeyser, ‘Nieuwe antiwitwaswet van 18 september 2017 tot voorkoming van het witwassen van geld en de financiering van terrorisme en
tot beperking van het gebruik van contanten’, Instituut van de Accountants
en de Belastingconsulten, 6 October 2017, accessed 24 November 2017,
https://www.iec-iab.be/nl/leden/Publicaties/actualiteit/Instituut/Pages/20171006-Nieuwe-aww-18-september-2017.aspx
Belgisch Staatsblad, ‘Wet tot voorkoming van het witwassen van geld en

441

442

443

444

445

446
447
448

449

450

451

452

453

454

455

456

457

458

de financiering van terrorisme en tot beperking van het gebruik van contanten’, 6 October 2017, accessed 24 November 2017, https://www.iec-iab.
be/nl/leden/Publicaties/actualiteit/Instituut/Documents/AWW-Wet-van18-september-2017.pdf, p. 90842, 27°
Belgisch Staatsblad, ‘Wet tot voorkoming van het witwassen van geld en
de financiering van terrorisme en tot beperking van het gebruik van contanten’, 6 October 2017, accessed 24 November 2017, https://www.iec-iab.
be/nl/leden/Publicaties/actualiteit/Instituut/Documents/AWW-Wet-van18-september-2017.pdf , p.90842, 27° a) iii).
Belgisch Staatsblad, ‘Wet tot voorkoming van het witwassen van geld en
de financiering van terrorisme en tot beperking van het gebruik van contanten’, 6 October 2017, accessed 24 November 2017, https://www.iec-iab.
be/nl/leden/Publicaties/actualiteit/Instituut/Documents/AWW-Wet-van18-september-2017.pdf , p.90868, Art. 74 §1.
Belgisch Staatsblad, ‘Wet tot voorkoming van het witwassen van geld en
de financiering van terrorisme en tot beperking van het gebruik van contanten’, 6 October 2017, accessed 24 November 2017, https://www.iec-iab.
be/nl/leden/Publicaties/actualiteit/Instituut/Documents/AWW-Wet-van18-september-2017.pdf , p.90868, Art. 75.
NVA, ‘Bijzondere Commissie Panama Papers kan meteen van start’, 20
April 2016, accessed 24 November 2017, https://www.n-va.be/persbericht/bijzondere-commissie-panama-papers-kan-meteen-van-start
Chambre des représentants de Belgique, ‘Les Panama Papers et la fraude
fiscale internationale’, 31 October 2017, accessed 17 November 2017,
http://www.dekamer.be/FLWB/PDF/54/2749/54K2749001.pdf
See table 4 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
See figure 3 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
ActionAid, ‘Mistreated’, February 2016, accessed 13 October 2017, http://
www.actionaid.org/sites/files/actionaid/actionaid_-_mistreated_tax_
treaties_report_-_feb_2016.pdf.
Jan Van de Poel, ‘Belgian tax treaties cost developing countries millions
every year’, 11.11.11, February 2016, accessed 3 August 2017, www.11.be/
en/component/docman/doc_download/1800-11-dossier-tax-treaties ,
p.12.
Jan Van de Poel, ‘Belgian tax treaties cost developing countries millions
every year’, 11.11.11, February 2016, accessed 3 August 2017, www.11.be/
en/wat-doet-11-11-11/item/belgian-tax-treaties-cost-developing-countries-millions-every-year
Belgische Kamer van Volksvertegenwoordigers, ‘De international verdragen inzake fiscal aangelegenheden’, 19 April 2016, accessed 3 August
2017, www.lachambre.be/flwb/pdf/54/1768/54K1768001.pdf
Belgische Kamer van Volksvertegenwoordigers, ‘Voorstel van resolutie
betreffende het Belgisch verdragsbeleid’, 3 June 2016, accessed 3 August
2017, http://www.dekamer.be/FLWB/PDF/54/1877/54K1877001.pdf
Johan Van Overtveldt, ‘Schriftelijke vraag en antwoord nr 0411’, 15 February 2016, accessed 3 August 2017, www.dekamer.be/kvvcr/showpage.
cfm?section=qrva&language=nl&cfm=qrvaXml.cfm?legislat=54&dossierI
D=54-B036-902-0411-2014201503683.xml
OECD, ‘Signatories and Parties to the Multilateral Convention to Implement
Tax Treaty Related Measures to Prevent Base Erosion and Profit Shifting’,
17 August 2017, accessed 25 September 2017, http://www.oecd.org/tax/
treaties/beps-mli-signatories-and-parties.pdf
KPMG, ‘Corproate income tax reform’, 3 August 2017, accessed 24 November 2017, https://home.kpmg.com/be/en/home/insights/2017/08/corporate-income-tax-reform.html
Vandelanotte, ‘Wat zijn de fiscale gevolgen van het zomerakkoord?’, 26
July 2017, accessed 3 August 2017, www.vandelanotte.be/nl/nieuws/201707-26-wat-zijn-de-fiscale-gevolgen-van-het-zomerakkoord
Sacha Dierckx, ‘Hoger, lager: wat met de vennootschapsbelasting?’,
Minerva, 8 December 2016, accessed 24 November 2017, https://www.
denktankminerva.be/analyse/2016/12/8/hoger-lager-wat-met-de-vennootschapsbelasting
See Practicali, ‘De hervorming van de vennootschapsbelasting: krachtlijnen’, 28 June 2017, accessed 3 August 2017, www.practicali.be/blog/
hervorming-vennootschapsbelasting ; and KPMG, ‘Belgium: Corporate
tax reform, tax rate phased down to 25%’, 3 August 2017, accessed 17
November 2017, https://home.kpmg.com/xx/en/home/insights/2017/08/
tnf-belgium-corporate-tax-reform-tax-rate-phased-down.html

Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom • 151

References

459 Belgische Kamer van Volksvertegenwoordigers, ‘Wetsontwerp tot invoering van een aftrek voor innovatie-inkomsten’, 2 February 2017, accessed 3
August 2017, www.dekamer.be/flwb/pdf/54/2235/54K2235005.pdf
460 See chapter 4.3 on ‘Patent boxes’
461 See EY, ‘Belgium to replace patent income deduction by broader innovation deduction’, accessed 3 August 2017, www.ey.com/be/en/newsroom/
news-releases/tax-alert---belgium-to-replace-patent-income-deduction ; and Stibbe, ‘Reform of the Belgian patent box regime’, 5 July 2017,
accessed 3 August 2017, www.stibbe.com/en/news/2016/july/reform-ofthe-belgian-patent-box-regime
462 Stibbe, ‘Reform of the Belgian patent box regime’, 5 July 2017, accessed 3
August 2017, www.stibbe.com/en/news/2016/july/reform-of-the-belgianpatent-box-regime
463 Hoge Raad van Financien, ‘Advies de Vennootschapsbelasting in een
“post-BEPS”-omgeving’ July 2016, accessed on 3 August 2017, www.
hogeraadvanfinancien.be/sites/default/files/public/publications/hrf_
fisc_2016_07_2.pdf , p.17.
464 Hoge Raad van Financien, ‘Advies de Vennootschapsbelasting in een
“post-BEPS”-omgeving’ July 2016, accessed on 3 August 2017, www.
hogeraadvanfinancien.be/sites/default/files/public/publications/hrf_
fisc_2016_07_2.pdf , p.17.
465 Federal Public Service, Finance, ‘Notional Interest Deduction: an
innovative Belgian tax incentive’, 2012, accessed 17 November 2017,
http://www.investinwallonia.be/wp-content/uploads/2012/08/Int%C3%A9r%C3%AAts-notionnels.pdf
466 Marc Auerbach, ‘Toxic Tax Deals: When BASF’s Tax Structure is more
about style than substance’, November 2016, accessed 3 August 2017,
www.sven-giegold.de/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/ToxicTaxDealsVF2.
pdf
467 EY, ‘Belgian Federal Government announces major corporate tax reform’,
31 July 2017, accessed 3 August 2017, http://taxinsights.ey.com/archive/
archive-news/belgian-federal-government-announces-major-corporate-tax-reform.aspx
468 European Commission, ‘Statistics on APAs in the EU at the End of 2015’,
20 October 2016, accessed 25 October 2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/jtpf0152016enapa.pdf
469 See chapter 4.4.2 on ‘Advance pricing agreements in the EU and Norway’
470 Fisconetplus, ‘Fiscal discipline, advance rulings’, accessed 17 November
2017, http://ccff02.minfin.fgov.be/KMWeb/browseCategory.do?method=browse&params.selectedCategoryId=840
471 Eurodad et al., ‘50 Shades of Tax Dodging – The EU’s role in supporting an
unjust global tax system’, November 2015, accessed 3 August 2017, http://
eurodad.org/files/pdf/1546667-survival-of-the-richest.pdf , p.49.
472 Commissie voor de Financien en de Begroting, ‘Woensdag 27 April 2016’,
27 April 2017, accessed 3 August 2017, https://www.dekamer.be/doc/
CCRI/html/54/ic398x.html
473 Jitka Vlková, ‘Daň, které by se nedalo vyhnout, neexistuje, říká odbornice
z ministerstva‘, iDnes.cz, 11 November 2017, accessed 17 November 2017,
https://ekonomika.idnes.cz/dane-danove-raje-milena-hrdinkova-reditelka-ministerstvo-financi-pyt-/ekonomika.aspx?c=A171108_175836_ekonomika_mok
474 Pavla Holcová, ‘Jak Ázerbájdžán korumpoval evropské politiky’, České
centrum pro investigativní žurnalistiku, 4 September 2017, accessed 17
November 2017, https://www.investigace.cz/jak-azerbajdzan-korumpoval-evropske-politiky/
475 The Organized Crime and Corruption Reporting Project, ‘The Russian
Laundromat Exposed’, 20 March 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, https://
www.occrp.org/en/laundromat/the-russian-laundromat-exposed/ ; see
also figure 5 in chapter 5.8.4 on ‘Hidden ownership’
476 Glopolis, ‘Daně a volby 2017’, October 2017, accessed 17 November 2017,
http://glopolis.org/wp-content/uploads/Pln%C3%A1-verze-anal%C3%BDzy-Dan%C4%9B-a-volby-2017.pdf
477 Czech government response to questionnaire.
478 Czech government response to questionnaire.
479 Czech government response to questionnaire.
480 Czech government response to questionnaire.
481 Ondřej Houska,’Nové danění firem se Česku nelíbí. Ministerstvo finance
odmítá návrh Bruselu proti přelévání zisků v EU’, Hospodárske noviny, 3
January 2017, https://byznys.ihned.cz/c1-65574010-nove-daneni-firem-se-cesku-nelibi-ministerstvo-financi-odmita-navrh-bruselu-proti-prele-

152 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

vani-zisku-v-eu
482 The position of the government is included in a Committee on European
Affairs resolution, see Parlament České republiky, Poslanecká sněmovna,
‘337. Usnesení, výboru pro evropské záležitosti, z 59. schůze ze dne 15.
prosince 2016’, 15 December 2016, accessed 17 November 2017, http://
www.psp.cz/sqw/text/text2.sqw?idd=31101
483 ‘ČTK, ‘Společná evropská pravidla pro velké firmy zabrání daňovým
únikům, oponuje Sobotka Babišovi‘, Hospodárske noviny, 4 January 2017,
accessed 17 November 2017, https://byznys.ihned.cz/c1-65576100-spolecna-evropska-pravidla-pro-velke-firmy-zabrani-danovym-unikum-oponuje-sobotka-babisovi
484 From a speech of the Minister of Finance in the Senate, 8 March 2017,
see Senát, ‘Stenozáznam z 1. dne 5. Schůze’, 8 March 2017, accessed 17
November 2017, www.senat.cz/xqw/xervlet/pssenat/hlasovani?action=steno&O=10&IS=5844&D=08.03.2017#b17600
485 Czech government response to questionnaire.
486 From the debate in the Senate, 8 March 2017, see Senát, ‘Stenozáznam z
1. dne 5. Schůze’, 8 March 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, www.senat.
cz/xqw/xervlet/pssenat/hlasovani?action=steno&O=10&IS=5844&D=08.0
3.2017#b17600
487 This project included study visits of professional staff (usually from Ministry of Finance) from Albania, Armenia, Azerbaijan, Belarus, Bosnia and
Herzegovina, China, Croatia, Egypt, Ethiopia, the Philippines, Georgia,
Ghana, Iraq, Kenya, Kyrgyzstan, Kazakhstan, Kosovo, Macedonia,
Moldova, Mongolia, Montenegro, Republic of Korea, Myanmar, Serbia,
Sudan, Thailand, Turkey, Ukraine, Uzbekistan and Vietnam. Based on
information from Ministry of Finance leaflet, see Ministry of Finance of
the Czech Republic, ‘Technical Cooperation Project‘, April 2017, accessed
17 November 2017, www.mfcr.cz/assets/cs/media/Letak_2017-04_TA-ZRS-leaflet-April-2017.pdf
488 Ministerstvo financí České republiky, ‘Mezinárodní organizace - rozvojová
spolupráce’, 23 May 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, www.mfcr.cz/cs/
zahranicni-sektor/mezinarodni-spoluprace/mezinarodni-instituce/mezinarodni-organizace-rozvojova-spolup-11631
489 Ministerstvo zahraničních věcí České republiky, ‘Strategie zahraniční rozvojové spolupráce České republiky 2018-2030’, 6 October 2017, accessed
17 November 2017, http://www.mzv.cz/jnp/cz/zahranicni_vztahy/rozvojova_spoluprace/koncepce_publikace/koncepce/strategie_zahranicni_rozvojove.html
490 Office of the Government of the Czech Republic – Government Council for
Sustainable Development, ‘National Report on the Implementation of the
2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development’, 2017, accessed 17 November
2017, www.vlada.cz/assets/ppov/udrzitelny-rozvoj/dokumenty/CZE-VNRto-HLPF_2017_National-Report.pdf
491 The draft version of the report is not publicly available but Glopolis had
access to the document as one of the participants in the consultation
process.
492 Czech government response to questionnaire.
493 Czech government response to questionnaire.
494 See chapter 5.8.3 on ‘Allowing citizens to know what multinationals pay in
taxes’
495 Czech government response to questionnaire.
496 Czech government response to questionnaire.
497 Czech government response to questionnaire.
498 Rada vlády pro koordinaci boje s korupcí, ‘Vládní koncepce boje s korupcí
na léta 2015 až 2017’, website, accessed 17 November 2017, http://www.
korupce.cz/cz/protikorupcni-strategie-vlady/na-leta-2015-2017/strategie-vlady-v-boji-s-korupci-na-obdobi-let-2015-a-2017-119894/
499 Lenka Franková, ‘Doporučení pro legislativní návrh komplexní ochrany
oznamovatelů nekalých jednání v České republice‘, Oživení, 2015, accessed
17 November 2017, www.bezkorupce.cz/wp-content/uploads/2014/08/
oziveni_legislativni_doporuceni_cz_05-11.pdf
500 Poslanecká sněmovna Parlamentu České republiky, Digitální repozitář,
‘Sněmovní tisk 799, N.z. o ochraně oznamovatelů trestných činů‘, website,
accessed 17 November 2017, www.psp.cz/sqw/historie.sqw?o=7&T=799
501 Information from the meeting of a government, see Vláda České republiky,
‘Vláda schválila návrh zákona na ochranu whistleblowerů, který předložil
ministr Chvojka’, 8 February 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, www.
vlada.cz/cz/clenove-vlady/pri-uradu-vlady/jan_chvojka/aktualne/
vlada-schvalila-navrh-zakona-na-ochranu-whistlebloweru--ktery-

References

502

503

504

505

506
507
508
509
510
511
512
513

514
515
516

517

518

519

520

521

522
523

524

-predlozil-ministr-chvojka--153374/ ; see also information about the
legislative process: Poslanecká sněmovna Parlamentu České republiky,
Digitální repozitář, ‘Sněmovní tisk 1034, Novela z. - občanský soudní řád’,
website, accessed 17 November 2017, http://www.psp.cz/sqw/historie.
sqw?o=7&T=1034
Law 368/2016 Sb. was declared on 14 November 2016 and entered into
force on 1 January 2017. However, the registries of beneficial owners will
enter into force only from 1 January 2018.
See the law 368/2016 Sb.: Poslanecká sněmovna Parlamentu České republiky, Digitální repozitář, ‘Zákon, kterým se mění zákon č. 253/2008 Sb.,
o některých opatřeních proti legalizaci výnosů z trestné činnosti a financování terorismu, ve znění pozdějších předpisů, a další související zákony ‘,
14 November 2016, accessed 17 November 2017, www.psp.cz/sqw/sbirka.
sqw?O=7&T=752
Process Solutions, ‘Real Company Owners to be Recorded in a Registry
in Czech Republic’, 20 December 2016, accessed 25 October 2017, www.
ps-bpo.com/newsletters/real-company-owners-to-be-recorded-in-a-registry-in-czech-republic/
Transparency International EU, ‘Under the Shell – Ending Money Laundering in Europe’, April 2017, accessed 25 October 2017, www.transparency.
cz/wp-content/uploads/UNDER-THE-SHELL-Ending-Money-Laundering-in-Europe-2017.pdf , p.19.
Czech government response to questionnaire.
Czech government response to questionnaire.
Czech government response to questionnaire.
Czech government response to questionnaire.
Czech government response to questionnaire.
Czech government response to questionnaire.
Czech government response to questionnaire.
In the last four years there was only one case of parliament stalling a tax
treaty process. In the case of the double taxation agreement with Kosovo,
the Chamber of Deputies has refused to take a vote on the treaty since
February 2014. The reasons are mainly political as many of the members
of parliament are not in favour of Kosovan independence. See Poslanecká
sněmovna Parlamentu České republiky, Digitální repozitář, ‘Sněmovní tisk
123/0, část č. 1/8, Sml.mezi ČR a Rep.Kosovo o zamezení dvojímu zdanění’,
14 February 2014, accessed 17 November 2017, http://www.psp.cz/sqw/
text/tiskt.sqw?O=7&CT=123&CT1=0
See table 4 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
See figure 3 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
OECD, ‘Signatories and Parties to the Multilateral Convention to Implement
Tax Treaty Related Measures to Prevent Base Erosion and Profit Shifting’,
17 August 2017, accessed 25 September 2017, http://www.oecd.org/tax/
treaties/beps-mli-signatories-and-parties.pdf
OECD.Stat, ‘Table II.1. Statutory corporate income tax rate’, website,
accessed 1 November 2017, http://stats.oecd.org/index.aspx?DataSetCode=TABLE_II1
Glopolis, ‘Daně a volby 2017’, October 2017, accessed 17 November 2017,
http://glopolis.org/wp-content/uploads/Pln%C3%A1-verze-anal%C3%BDzy-Dan%C4%9B-a-volby-2017.pdf
Glopolis, ‘Daně a volby 2017’, October 2017, accessed 17 November 2017,
http://glopolis.org/wp-content/uploads/Pln%C3%A1-verze-anal%C3%BDzy-Dan%C4%9B-a-volby-2017.pdf
PwC, ‘Increase in transfer pricing tax audits in the Czech Republic’, 14
March 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, http://pwc-ceska-republika.
blogs.com/files/pwc-tp-czech-republic-increased-audits.pdf
PwC, ‘Increase in transfer pricing tax audits in the Czech Republic’, 14
March 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, http://pwc-ceska-republika.
blogs.com/files/pwc-tp-czech-republic-increased-audits.pdf
Czech government response to questionnaire.
Petr Jansky, ‘Estimating the Costs of International Corporate Tax
Avoidance: The Case of the Czech Republic’, IES Working Paper 21/2016,
November 2016, accessed 17 December 2017, http://glopolis.org/wp-content/uploads/wp_2016_21_jansky-2.pdf
See Ministry of Finance, ‘Guidance D – 333 Communication by the Ministry
of Finance in respect of Binding Ruling on transfer price in related parties’
transactions‘, 2009, accessed 17 November 2017, http://www.financnisprava.cz/assets/en/attachments/t-taxes/Guidance-D-333.pdf ; and

525

526
527

528

529

530

531

532

533

534

535

536

537

538

539

540

541

542

KPMG, Global Transfer Pricing Review, Czech Republic‘, October 2015, accessed 17 November 2017, https://home.kpmg.com/content/dam/kpmg/
pdf/2015/10/tp-review-czech-republic-v4.pdf
See Ministry of Finance, ‘Guidance D – 333 Communication by the Ministry
of Finance in respect of Binding Ruling on transfer price in related parties’
transactions‘, 2009, accessed 17 November 2017, http://www.financnisprava.cz/assets/en/attachments/t-taxes/Guidance-D-333.pdf ; and
KPMG, Global Transfer Pricing Review, Czech Republic‘, October 2015, accessed 17 November 2017, https://home.kpmg.com/content/dam/kpmg/
pdf/2015/10/tp-review-czech-republic-v4.pdf
See table 3 in chapter 4.4.2 on ‘Advance pricing agreements in the EU and
Norway’
Office of the Government of the Czech Republic – Government Council for
Sustainable Development, ‘National Report on the Implementation of the
2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development’, 2017, accessed 17 November
2017, www.vlada.cz/assets/ppov/udrzitelny-rozvoj/dokumenty/CZE-VNRto-HLPF_2017_National-Report.pdf
Jeppe Kofod, ‘Hvorfor går Danmark ikke forrest i kampen mod skattefusk?’, Politiken, 24 March 2017, accessed 31 August 2017, http://politiken.
dk/debat/debatindlaeg/art5885361/Hvorfor-g%C3%A5r-Danmark-ikkeforrest-i-kampen-mod-skattefusk
Jeppe Kofod, ‘Hvorfor går Danmark ikke forrest i kampen mod skattefusk?’, Politiken, 24 March 2017, accessed 29 August 2017, http://politiken.
dk/debat/debatindlaeg/art5885361/Hvorfor-g%C3%A5r-Danmark-ikkeforrest-i-kampen-mod-skattefusk
The Organized Crime and Corruption Reporting Project, ‘The Russian
Laundromat Exposed’, 20 March 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, https://
www.occrp.org/en/laundromat/the-russian-laundromat-exposed/
The Organized Crime and Corruption Reporting Project, ’Danske Bank’,
website, accessed 15 November 2017, https://www.occrp.org/en/laundromat/profiles/danske-bank
The Organized Crime and Corruption Reporting Project, ’Nordea’, website,
accessed 15 November 2017, https://www.occrp.org/en/laundromat/profiles/nordea
The Organized Crime and Corruption Reporting Project, ’Danske Bank’,
website, accessed 15 November 2017, https://www.occrp.org/en/laundromat/profiles/danske-bank
The Organized Crime and Corruption Reporting Project, ’Nordea’, website,
accessed 15 November 2017, https://www.occrp.org/en/laundromat/profiles/nordea
Luke Harding, ‘Everything you need to know about the Azerbaijani
Laundromat’, The Guardian, 4 September 2017, accessed 5 October 2017,
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2017/sep/04/everything-you-needto-know-about-the-azerbaijani-laundromat
Ritzau, ‘SF om ny hvidvasksag: Et eksempel på uansvarlig bankdrift’,
Finans.dk, 4 September 2017, accessed 20 September 2017, http://finans.
dk/finans2/ECE9843249/sf-om-ny-hvidvasksag-et-eksempel-paa-uansvarlig-bankdrift/?ctxref=ext
Ritzau, ‘Diktatur sendte milliarder gennem Danske Bank’, Information, 4
September 2017, accessed 15 November 2017, https://www.information.
dk/telegram/2017/09/diktatur-sendte-milliarder-gennem-danske-bank
See for example Jeppe Laursen Brock and Jakob Sorgenfri Kjær, ‘Overblik: De største afsløringer fra Football Leaks’, Politiken, 19 December
2016, accessed 29 August 2017, http://politiken.dk/sport/art5747775/
Overblik-De-st%C3%B8rste-afsl%C3%B8ringer-fra-Football-Leaks
Annette Alstadsæter, Niels Johannesen and Gabriel Zucman, ’Tax Evasion
and Inequality’, 28 May 2017, accessed 15 November 2017, http://www.
nielsjohannesen.net/wp-content/uploads/AJZ2017.pdf See also the
Danish parliament, ‘29-05-2017: Åben høring om skattely’, 29 May 2017,
accessed 29 August 2017, www.ft.dk/udvalg/udvalgene/sau/kalender/28610/hoering.htm
See for example Christian Krabbe Barfoed and Ritzau, ‘Se listen: Så meget
skylder vi det offentlige’, TV2, 25 April 2017, accessed 29 August 2017,
http://nyheder.tv2.dk/samfund/2017-04-25-se-listen-saa-meget-skyldervi-det-offentlige
The Local, ‘Top Danish tax official fired after scandals cost billions’, 26
August 2016, accessed 10 October 2017, www.thelocal.dk/20160826/topdanish-tax-official-fired-over-multi-billion-kroner-scandal
The Local, ‘Top Danish tax official fired after scandals cost billions’, 26
August 2016, accessed 10 October 2017, www.thelocal.dk/20160826/top-

Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom • 153

References

danish-tax-official-fired-over-multi-billion-kroner-scandal
543 Danish Ministry of Taxation, ‘Fra én til syv styrelser – Skatteforvaltningen
2021’, 13 June 2017, accessed 29 August 2017, http://www.skm.dk/media/1474687/fra-en-til-syv-styrelser.pdf ; Danish Ministry of Taxation, ‘Ny
aftale sikrer hård kurs mod international skatteunddragelse’, press release, 17 May 2017, accessed 29 August 2017, www.skm.dk/aktuelt/presse/
pressemeddelelser/2017/maj/ny-aftale-sikrer-haard-kurs-mod-international-skatteunddragelse
544 See for example: Vibe Hyltoft, ‘Revisorer vil have fælles spilleregler for
alle skatterådgivere’, Berlingske, 2 May 2017, accessed 29 August 2017,
www.business.dk/raadgivning/revisorer-vil-have-faelles-spilleregler-for-alle-skatteraadgivere ; Thomas Østerlin Koch, ‘S: Banker, der hjælper med svindel, skal hæfte for kunders skat’, Politiken, 21 March 2017,
accessed 29 August 2017, http://politiken.dk/indland/politik/art5880686/
Banker-der-hj%C3%A6lper-med-svindel-skal-h%C3%A6fte-for-kundersskat
545 Adelina Marini, ‘The Second CCCTB Proposal Seems Also Headed for a
Failure’, EUINSIDE, 12 June 2017, accessed 29 August 2017, http://www.
euinside.eu/en/news/the-second-ccctb-proposal-seems-to-be-headedfor-another-failure
546 Erik Christensen, ‘Begrundet udtalelse fra Folketinget om forslag til
Rådets direktiv om et fælles konsolideret selskabsskattegrundlag’, letter
addressed to Frans Timmermans, dated 19 December 2016, submitted
to the European Parliament, 2 February 2017, accessed 15 November
2017, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/docs_autres_institutions/parlements_nationaux/com/2016/0683/DK_PARLIAMENT_AVISCOM(2016)0683_DA.pdf
547 Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf
548 Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf , p.A11
549 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark, ‘The World 2030. Denmark’s strategy for development cooperation and humanitarian action’, January 2017,
accessed 30 August 2017,
http://amg.um.dk/~/media/amg/Documents/Policies%20and%20Strategies/
The%20World%202030%20%20Denmarks%20strategy%20for%20development%20cooperation%20and%20humanitarian%20action.pdf?la=en ,
p.30.
550 See chapter 5.7 on ‘Capacity development and technical assistance to
developing countries’
551 Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Denmark, ‘The World 2030. Denmark’s strategy for development cooperation and humanitarian action’, January 2017,
accessed 30 August 2017, http://amg.um.dk/~/media/amg/Documents/
Policies%20and%20Strategies/The%20World%202030%20%20Denmarks%20strategy%20for%20development%20cooperation%20and%20
humanitarian%20action.pdf?la=en , p.23.
552 Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf , p.84.
553 Regeringen, ‘Regeringens udviklingspolitiske prioriteter 2018’, August
2017, accessed 15 November 2017, http://um.dk/~/media/UM/Danish-site/
Documents/Danida/Nyheder_Danida/Regeringens%20udviklingspolitiske%20prioriteter.pdf?la=da
554 See below under ‘Taxation’
555 Response to questionnaire, government of Denmark, 2016.
556 Folketinget, ‘B 145 Forslag til folketingsbeslutning om større transparens
i Danmarks forhandlinger om dobbeltbeskatningsoverenskomster’, 2
June 2016, accessed 31 August 2017, www.ft.dk/samling/20151/beslutningsforslag/b145/index.htm ; Skatteministeriet, ‘Spørgsmål S 1492’, 12
September 2017, accessed 20 September 2017, www.ft.dk/samling/20161/
spoergsmaal/s1492/svar/1425301/1790349.pdf
557 Danish Ministry of Taxation, ‘Aftale om styrket indsats mod international
skatteunddragelse’, accessed 3 November 2017, www.skm.dk/media/1465381/aftaletekst_skattely_3_170517.pdf
558 Response to questionnaire, Government of Denmark, 2016.
559 Response to questionnaire, Government of Denmark, 2016.
560 Retsinformation, ‘Bekendtgørelse om finansielle rapporter for kreditinstitutter og fondsmæglerselskaber m.fl.’, Bekendtgørelse 286, 26 March

154 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

561

562

563

564

565

566

567
568

569

570

571

572

573

574

575

576

2014, accessed 15 November 2017, www.retsinformation.dk/Forms/
R0710.aspx?id=162328 , §124.A
Retsinformation, ‘Lov om ændring af skattekontrolloven, arbejdsmarkedsbidragsloven, kildeskatteloven, ligningsloven og pensionsbeskatningsloven’, Lov nr 1884, 29 December 2015, https://www.retsinformation.dk/
Forms/R0710.aspx?id=176725
PwC, ‘Nu træder ny whistleblower-ordning i kraft’, website, accessed 30
August 2017, www.pwc.dk/da/presse/meddelelser/nu-traeder-ny-whistleblower-ordning-i-kraft.html
DenOffentlige, ‘Whistleblower-ordning: Udvalg anbefaler information men
ingen ny lovgivning’, 10 April 2015, accessed 15 November 2017, http://
www.denoffentlige.dk/whistleblower-ordning-udvalg-anbefaler-information-men-ingen-ny-lovgivning
Justitsministeriet, ‘Styrket oplysningsindsats om offentligt ansattes
ytringsfrihed’, 25 April 2016, accessed 15 November 2017, http://justitsministeriet.dk/nyt-og-presse/pressemeddelelser/2016/styrket-oplysningsindsats-om-offentligt-ansattes-ytringsfrihed
Retsinformation, ‘Lov om ændring af selskabsloven, lov om visse
erhvervsdrivende virksomheder, lov om erhvervsdrivende fonde og
forskellige andre love’, Lov nr 262, 16 March 2016, accessed 15 November
2017, https://www.retsinformation.dk/Forms/R0710.aspx?id=178903 ; see
also Retsinformation, ’ Bekendtgørelse om registrering og offentliggørelse af oplysninger om ejere i Erhvervsstyrelsen’, Bekendtgørelse 488, 18
May 2017, accessed 15 November 2017, https://www.retsinformation.dk/
Forms/R0710.aspx?id=189887
Retsinformation, ‘Bekendtgørelse om ikrafttræden af lov om ændring
af selskabsloven, lov om visse erhvervsdrivende virksomheder, lov om
erhvervsdrivende fonde og forskellige andre love (Indførelse af register
over reelle ejere)’, Bekendtgørelse nr 485, 18 May 2017, https://www.
retsinformation.dk/Forms/R0710.aspx?id=189885
Erhvervsstyrelsen, ‘Reelle ejere,’ website, Accessed 30 August 2017,
https://erhvervsstyrelsen.dk/reelle-ejere
Bureau Van Dijk, ‘A guide to the status of EU national ownership registries
for AML4’, 31 May 2017, accessed 30 August 2017, www.bvdinfo.com/
en-gb/blog/compliance-and-financial-crime/a-guide-to-the-status-ofeu-national-ownership-registries-for-aml4
Folketinget, ’L 9 Forslag til lov om ændring af lov om Det Centrale Virksomhedsregister og en række andre love’, 4 October 2017, accessed 3
November 2017, http://ft.dk/samling/20171/lovforslag/L9/som_fremsat.
htm
Folketinget, ‘L 41 Forslag til lov om forebyggende foranstaltninger mod
hvidvask og finansiering af terrorisme’, Forhandling, 8 November 2016,
accessed 20 September 2017, www.ft.dk/samling/20161/lovforslag/L41/
BEH1-12/forhandling.htm
Erhvervsstyrelsen, ‘Reelle ejere. Vejledningen handler om reelle ejere,
herunder hvem, hvad og hvor der skal registreres’, 26 June 2017, accessed 18 September 2017, https://erhvervsstyrelsen.dk/sites/default/files/
vejledning_om_reelle_ejere.pdf
Erhvervsstyrelsen, ‘Reelle ejere.Vejledningen handler om reelle ejere,
herunder hvem, hvad og hvor der skal registreres’, 26 June 2017, accessed 18 September 2017, https://erhvervsstyrelsen.dk/sites/default/files/
vejledning_om_reelle_ejere.pdf.
Retsinformation, ‘Lov om ændring af selskabsloven, lov om visse
erhvervsdrivende virksomheder, lov om erhvervsdrivende fonde og
forskellige andre love’, Lov nr 262, 16 March 2016, accessed 15 November
2017, https://www.retsinformation.dk/Forms/R0710.aspx?id=178903 ; §5,
nr.26.
Retsinformation, ‘Lov om ændring af selskabsloven, lov om visse erhvervsdrivende virksomheder, lov om erhvervsdrivende fonde og forskellige andre love’, Lov nr 262, 16 March 2016, accessed 15 November 2017,
https://www.retsinformation.dk/Forms/R0710.aspx?id=178903 ; §58a.
Erhvervsstyrelsen, ‘Legale ejere’, website, accessed 15 November 2017,
accessed 15 November 2017, https://erhvervsstyrelsen.dk/legale-ejere ;
see also Transparency International EU, ‘Under the Shell – Ending Money
Laundering in Europe’, April 2017, accessed 30 August 2017, https://transparency.eu/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/EBOT-REPORT-TIE-014-16_
clean.pdf
Skatteministeriet, ‘Aftale om styrket indsats mod international skatteunddragelse’, 17 May 2017, accessed 15 November 2017, http://www.skm.dk/
media/1465381/aftaletekst_skattely_3_170517.pdf

References

577 See table 4 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
578 See figure 3 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
579 ActionAid, ‘Mistreated’, February 2016, accessed 13 October 2017, http://
www.actionaid.org/sites/files/actionaid/actionaid_-_mistreated_tax_
treaties_report_-_feb_2016.pdf
580 Folketinget, ‘L 8 Forslag til lov om indgåelse af dobbeltbeskatningsoverenskomst mellem Danmark og Ghana’, 14 November 2014, accessed 31
August 2017, www.ft.dk/samling/20141/lovforslag/l8/spm/5/index.htm
581 Skatteministeriet, ‘Skatteminister opruster indsatsen for dobbeltbeskatningsaftaler med andre lande’, Published 3 January 2016, accessed 31
August 2017, www.skm.dk/aktuelt/presse/pressemeddelelser/2016/
januar/skatteminister-opruster-indsatsen-for-dobbeltbeskatningsaftaler-med-andre-lande
582 Skatteministeriet, ‘Azerbaijan,’ 7 August 2017, accessed 31 August 2017,
www.skm.dk/love/internationalt/kommende-dboer/azerbaijan.
583 Skatteministeriet, ‘Brasilien,’ 26 April 2011, accessed 31 August 2017,
www.skm.dk/love/internationalt/kommende-dboer/brasilien.
584 Response to questionnaire, government of Denmark, 2016.
585 Folketinget, ‘B 146 Forslag til folketingsbeslutning om anvendelsen af FN’s
modeloverenskomst ved forhandlinger om dobbeltbeskatningsoverenskomster mellem Danmark og lav- og mellemindkomstlande’, 2 June 2016,
accessed 31 August 2017, www.ft.dk/samling/20151/beslutningsforslag/
b146/index.htm
586 Folketinget, ‘B 145 Forslag til folketingsbeslutning om større transparens
i Danmarks forhandlinger om dobbeltbeskatningsoverenskomster’, 2 June
2016, accessed 31 August 2017, www.ft.dk/samling/20151/beslutningsforslag/b145/index.htm
587 Skatteministeriet, ‘Spørgsmål S 1492,’ 12 September 2017, accessed
20 September 2017, www.ft.dk/samling/20161/spoergsmaal/s1492/
svar/1425301/1790349.pdf ;Skatteministeriet, ‘Spørgsmål S 1491,’ September 2017, accessed 20 September 2017, www.ft.dk/samling/20161/
spoergsmaal/s1491/svar/1425300/1790347.pdf
588 Response to questionnaire, Government of Denmark, 2016.
589 Retsinformation, ‘Bekendtgørelse af lov om påligningen af indkomstskat
til staten (ligningsloven)’, Bekendtgørelse nr 1081, 7 September 2015,
accessed 15 November 2017, www.retsinformation.dk/Forms/R0710.
aspx?id=173414 , §3
590 See for example, Skat, ‘Transfer Pricing’, accessed 18 November 2016,
www.skat.dk/SKAT.aspx?oId=2085181&vId=0.
591 Skatteministeriet, ‘Aftale om styrket indsats mod international skatteunddragelse’, 17 May 2017, accessed 15 November 2017, http://www.skm.dk/
media/1465381/aftaletekst_skattely_3_170517.pdf
592 OECD, ‘Signatories and Parties to the Multilateral Convention to Implement
Tax Treaty Related Measures to Prevent Base Erosion and Profit Shifting’,
17 August 2017, accessed 25 September 2017, http://www.oecd.org/tax/
treaties/beps-mli-signatories-and-parties.pdf
593 See for example: Mathias Sommer, ‘Dansk selskabsfidus markedsført
som skattely i Rusland’, DR, 12 April 2016, accessed 31 August 2017, www.
dr.dk/nyheder/penge/dansk-selskabsfidus-markedsfoert-som-skattely-i-rusland ; Eva Jung, Simon Bendtsen and Michael Lund, ‘Skuffeselskaber i Danmark var mål for hvidvaskede penge’, Berlingske, 2 April 2017,
accessed 31 August 2017, www.business.dk/oekonomi/skuffeselskaber-i-danmark-var-maal-for-hvidvaskede-penge
594 Skattelyprojektet, ‘Endelig afrapportering: Skattely. Brug og misbrug af
kommanditselskaber’, March 2016, accessed 15 November 2017, http://
new.folketingsbilag.dk/files/1619506.pdf
595 Erhvervsstyrelsen, ‘Kommanditselskaber skal registrere i Ejerregistret’,
30 June 2016, accessed 15 November 2017, https://erhvervsstyrelsen.dk/
kommanditselskaber-skal-registreres-i-ejerregistret
596 Skattelyprojektet, ‘Endelig afrapportering: Skattely. Brug og misbrug af
kommanditselskaber’, March 2016, accessed 15 November 2017, http://
new.folketingsbilag.dk/files/1619506.pdf , p.45
597 Skattelyprojektet, ‘Endelig afrapportering: Skattely. Brug og misbrug af
kommanditselskaber’, March 2016, accessed 15 November 2017, http://
new.folketingsbilag.dk/files/1619506.pdf
598 Skatteministeriet, ‘Nye tiltag skal dæmme op for svindel med kommanditselskaber’, 14 November 2017, accessed 15 November 2017, http://
www.skm.dk/aktuelt/nyheder/2017/november/nye-tiltag-skal-daem-

me-op-for-svindel-med-kommanditselskaber
599 OECD, ‘FDI in figures’, April 2016, accessed 28 September 2017, http://
www.oecd.org/corporate/FDI-in-Figures-April-2017.pdf
600 See for example Crunchbase, ‘ReXKern’, website, accessed 15 November
2017, https://www.crunchbase.com/organization/rexkern , ReXKern’s
main activity is described as ‘setting up, managing and operating Danish
corporate structures and providing full scope professional services to international clients seeking to run their offshore business out of Denmark’.
601 ReXKern, ‘ReXKern’, website, accessed 31 August 2017, https://rexkern.
com/
602 Folketinget, ‘§ 20-spørgsmål S 814 Om selskabsskatten’, 24 February
2017, accessed 31 August 2017, www.ft.dk/samling/20161/spoergsmaal/
s814/index.htm
603 Folketinget, ‘§ 20-spørgsmål S 884 Om at selskabsskatten skal sættes
ned’, 10 March 2017, accessed 31 August 2017, www.ft.dk/samling/20161/
spoergsmaal/s270/index.htm
604 Andreas Baumann and Claus Kragh, ’ Skatteminister er åben for
bundgrænse under selskabsskat’, Mandag Morgen, 28 October 2017,
accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.mm.dk/artikel/skatteminister-er-aaben-for-bundgraense-for-selskabsskat
605 Skat, ’Skatteoplysninger for selskaber,’ website, accessed 31 August 2017,
www.skat.dk/skat.aspx?oid=2167688 606 See for example: Christian Kjær and Rasmus Barlag, ‘Se listen: Det betaler
virksomhederne i skat i Danmark’, TV2, 17 December 2015, accessed 31
August 2017, http://nyheder.tv2.dk/finans/2015-12-17-se-listen-det-betaler-virksomhederne-i-skat-i-danmark ; Jeppe Elkjær Andersen, ‘Se listen:
Så lidt betaler de store udenlandske selskaber i skat’, BT, 17 December
2015, accessed 31 August 2017, www.bt.dk/danmark/se-listen-saa-lidtbetaler-de-store-udenlandske-selskaber-i-skat
607 John Hansen, ‘Sådan havnede betalingen for mine sko i Nike’s hemmelige
skattekiste’, Politiken, 6 November 2017, accessed 15 November 2017,
http://politiken.dk/paradisepapers/art6172007/S%C3%A5dan-havnede-betalingen-for-mine-sko-i-Nikes-hemmelige-skattekiste
608 Folketinget, ‘Skatteudvalget (SAU) Alm. del. Samling: 2015-16. Spørgsmål
610’, 2 September 2016, accessed 31 August 2017, www.ft.dk/samling/20151/almdel/sau/spm/610/svar/1343802/1666483/index.htm and
www.ft.dk/samling/20151/almdel/sau/spm/610/index.htm ; Skatteministeriet, ‘Små virksomheder står for over halvdelen af skattegabet’, 29
October 2014, accessed 31 August 2017, www.skm.dk/media/1124104/
Aktuelle-skattetal_smaa-virksomheder.pdf
609 Skat, ‘5.7.2 Advance Pricing Agreement (APA) (forhåndsaftale om prisfastsættelse)’, website, accessed 31 August 2017, http://www.skat.dk/
skat.aspx?oid=95070
610 Response to questionnaire, government of Denmark, 2016.
611 Danish goverment reply to questionnaire in 2016. See Eurodad et al., ‘Survival of the Richest’, December 2016, accessed 1 November 2017, http://
www.eurodad.org/files/pdf/1546667-survival-of-the-richest-europe-srole-in-supporting-an-unjust-global-tax-system-2016-1481106817.pdf ,
p.61
612 Government of Finland, ‘The government’s political positions to combat
tax evasion and aggressive tax planning and measures taken by Finland’,
2 May 2017, accessed 28 September 2017, http://valtioneuvosto.fi/documents/10616/3934867/hallituksen-kannanotto-veronkierron-vastaisesta-tyosta-09052017_EN/db60ced3-fbce-43df-9d4d-e1a9f8fa63d1
613 Minna Knus-Galán, ‘Pestyä venäläisrahaa virrannut Suomeen – suurin
summa Nordean kautta’, Yle Finnish Broadcasting Company, 20 March
2017, accessed 4 July 2017, https://yle.fi/aihe/artikkeli/2017/03/20/
pestya-venalaisrahaa-virrannut-suomeen-suurin-summa-nordean-kautta
614 Ben Schumann, ‘Usual suspects? Co-conspirators in the business of tax
dodging’, The Greens/EFA, 23 January 2017, accessed 4 July 2017, https://
www.greens-efa.eu/files/doc/docs/d6bd745c6d08df3856eb6d49ebd9fe58.pdf
615 Lauri Finér and Henri Telkki, ‘Jäävuorta mittaamassa: Arvioita monikansallisten yritysten aggressiivisen verosuunnittelun laajuudesta Suomessa’, Finnwatch, November 2016, accessed 4 July, www.finnwatch.org/
images/pdf/jaavuori.pdf, p. 32.
616 Juha Granath, ‘’Asiantuntija: Fortum jatkaa aggressiivista verosuunnittelua’, Iltalehti, 22 March 2017, accessed 4 July 2017, http://www.iltalehti.fi/
talous/201703222200089394_ta.shtml

Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom • 155

References

617 Prime Minister’s Office, Finland, ‘Valtion omistajapolitiikkaa koskeva
periaatepäätös’, 13 May 2016, accessed 4 July 2017, http://vnk.fi/documents/10616/356365/Periaatep%C3%A4%C3%A4t%C3%B6s_2016_korjattu.pdf/c24f66ca-ffbe-4fe9-a0da-b7b6a1205b9f
618 Parliament of Finland, ‘Valiokunnanlausunto SuVL 9/2016 vp - U 66/2016
vp’, 20 December 2016, accessed 6 July 2017, www.eduskunta.fi/FI/
vaski/Lausunto/Sivut/SuVL_9+2016.aspx and ‘ValiokunnanlausuntoSuVL
8/2016 vp - U 65/2016 vp’, 21 December 2016, accessed 6 July 2017, www.
eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/Lausunto/Sivut/SuVL_8+2016.aspx
619 Government of Finland, ‘Tax and development Finland’s action programme 2016-19’, 26 August 2016, accessed 4 July 2017, http://
formin.finland.fi/public/download.aspx?ID=160665&GUID={86C88A7E-A7BE-4D0D-9459-ACBB75CE4A53}
620 Sonja Vartiala, ‘Verovälttelyä kehitysyhteistyövaroilla – Finnfund ja
metsärahaston verojärjestelyt Luxemburgissa’, Finnwatch, March 2017,
accessed 4 July 2017, https://www.finnwatch.org/images/pdf/Finnfund_
Dasos_Final_report.pdf
621 Finnfund, ’Vastauksia Dasos Timberland I – Rahaston Toimintaan Liittyen’,
14 March 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.finnfund.fi/
ajankohtaista/uutiset17/fi_FI/dasos/
622 Ministry for Foreign Affairs, ‘Minister for Foreign Trade and Development
Mykkänen discussed taxation issues with Finnfund and Finnwatch representatives’, 13 April 2017, accessed 5 July 2017, http://um.fi/public/default.
aspx?contentid=360820&contentlan=2&culture=fi-FI
623 Finnfund, ’ FinnFund Uudistaa Veropolitiikkaansa – Kommentoi Keskustelupaperia’, 14 September 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://
www.finnfund.fi/ajankohtaista/uutiset17/fi_FI/tax_policy/
624 Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf
625 Ministry of Finance, ’BEPS-toimenpiteiden taloudellisten vaikutusten
arviointiraportti’, June 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, www.vm.fi/
dms-portlet/document/0/497172
626 Development Policy Committee, ‘Finland’s development policy in 2017’,
accessed 26 September 2017, https://www.kehityspoliittinentoimikunta.
fi/wp-content/uploads/sites/17/2017/10/kpt_vuosiarvio_engl_2017_web.
pdf
627 Government of Finland, ‘Tax and development Finland’s action programme 2016-19’, 26 August 2016, accessed 4 July 2017, http://
formin.finland.fi/public/download.aspx?ID=160665&GUID={86C88A7E-A7BE-4D0D-9459-ACBB75CE4A53}
628 Parliament of Finland, ‘Valtioneuvoston kirjelmä eduskunnalle komission
ehdotuksesta Euroopan parlamentin ja neuvoston direktiiviksi direktiivin
2013/34/EU muuttamisesta siltä osin kuin kyse on tiettyjen yritysten
ja sivuliikkeiden tuloverotietojen ilmoittamisesta (tilinpäätösdirektiivin
muuttaminen)’, 26 May 2016, accessed 28 September 2017, www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/Kirjelma/Sivut/U_25+2016.aspx
629 Parliament of Finland, ‘Valtioneuvoston kirjelmä eduskunnalle komission
ehdotuksesta Euroopan parlamentin ja neuvoston direktiiviksi direktiivin
2013/34/EU muuttamisesta siltä osin kuin kyse on tiettyjen yritysten
ja sivuliikkeiden tuloverotietojen ilmoittamisesta (tilinpäätösdirektiivin
muuttaminen)’, 26 May 2016, accessed 28 September 2017, www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/Kirjelma/Sivut/U_25+2016.aspx
630 Parliament of Finland, ‘Valtioneuvoston kirjelmä eduskunnalle komission
ehdotuksesta Euroopan parlamentin ja neuvoston direktiiviksi direktiivin
2013/34/EU muuttamisesta siltä osin kuin kyse on tiettyjen yritysten
ja sivuliikkeiden tuloverotietojen ilmoittamisesta (tilinpäätösdirektiivin
muuttaminen)’, 26 May 2016, accessed 28 September 2017, www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/Kirjelma/Sivut/U_25+2016.aspx
631 Parliament of Finland, ‘Valtioneuvoston kirjelmä eduskunnalle komission
ehdotuksesta Euroopan parlamentin ja neuvoston direktiiviksi direktiivin
2013/34/EU muuttamisesta siltä osin kuin kyse on tiettyjen yritysten
ja sivuliikkeiden tuloverotietojen ilmoittamisesta (tilinpäätösdirektiivin
muuttaminen)’, 26 May 2016, accessed 28 September 2017, www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/Kirjelma/Sivut/U_25+2016.aspx
632 Eduskunta, ’Pöytäkirjan asiakohta PTK 51 2017 vp, Täysistunto, Keskiviikko 10.5.2017 klo 14.03—22.58’, 10 May 2017, accessed 17 November
2017, https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/PoytakirjaAsiakohta/Sivut/
PTK_51+2017+12.aspx
633 Government of Finland, ‘Hallituksen esitys eduskunnalle laeiksi asiakkaan

156 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

634

635

636

637
638

639

640

641

642

643

644
645
646

647
648
649
650

valinnanvapaudesta sosiaali- ja terveydenhuollossasekä valtiontalouden tarkastusvirastosta annetun lain 2 §:n muuttamisesta’, 9 May 2017,
accessed 5 July 2017, www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/HallituksenEsitys/Documents/HE_47+2017.pdf
Government of Finland, ‘Sote- ja maakuntauudistus. Asiakkaan valinnanvapaus’, accessed 26 September 2017, http://alueuudistus.fi/soteuudistus/asiakkaan-valinnanvapaus
Government of Finland, ‘Valtionomistajapolitiikkaakoskevaperiaatepäätös’, 13 May 2016, accessed 4 July 2017, http://vnk.fi/documents/10616/356365/Periaatep%C3%A4%C3%A4t%C3%B6s_2016_korjattu.pdf/c24f66ca-ffbe-4fe9-a0da-b7b6a1205b9f
Henri Telkki, ‘Country by country reporting: lessons from Finland’, Finnwatch, 21 September 2015, accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.
finnwatch.org/en/news/336-country-by-country-reporting-lessonsfrom-finland
E-mail from Markku Rajala on behalf of Finnish Minister for the Economy
Mika Lintilä, to Kepa, dated 11 September 2017.
Parliament of Finland, ‘Eduskunnan vastaus - Hallituksen esitys eduskunnalle laiksi rahanpesun ja terrorismin rahoittamisen estämisestä, laiksi
rahanpesun selvittelykeskuksesta sekä eräiksi niihin liittyviksi laeiksi’, 12
June 2017, accessed 5 July 2017, https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/EduskunnanVastaus/Sivut/EV_57+2017.aspx
Parliament of Finland, ‘Eduskunnan vastaus - Hallituksen esitys eduskunnalle laiksi rahanpesun ja terrorismin rahoittamisen estämisestä, laiksi
rahanpesun selvittelykeskuksesta sekä eräiksi niihin liittyviksi laeiksi’, 12
June 2017, accessed 5 July 2017, https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/EduskunnanVastaus/Sivut/EV_57+2017.aspx
Parliament of Finland, ‘Eduskunnan vastaus - Hallituksen esitys eduskunnalle laiksi rahanpesun ja terrorismin rahoittamisen estämisestä, laiksi
rahanpesun selvittelykeskuksesta sekä eräiksi niihin liittyviksi laeiksi’, 12
June 2017, accessed 5 July 2017, https://www.eduskunta.fi/FI/vaski/EduskunnanVastaus/Sivut/EV_57+2017.aspx
Government of Finland, ‘Valtioneuvoston kirjelmä eduskunnalle komission
ehdotuksesta Euroopan parlamentin janeuvoston direktiiviksi rahoitusjärjestelmän käytön estämisestä rahanpesuun ja terrorismin rahoitukseen annetun direktiivin (EU) 2015/849 ja direktiivin 2009/101/EY muuttamisesta’, 25 August 2016, accessed 5 July 2017, https://www.eduskunta.fi/
FI/vaski/Kirjelma/Documents/U_39+2016.pdf
Parliament of Finland, ‘Eduskunnan vastaus - Hallituksen esitys eduskunnalle laiksi arvo-osuusjärjestelmästä ja selvitystoiminnasta sekä
eräiksi siihen liittyviksi laeiksi’, 31 May 2017, accessed 5 July 2017, www.
eduskunta.fi/valtiopaivaasiakirjat/EV+44/2017
Matti Konttinen, Petri Raivio and Hilkka Säävälä, ‘EU:n komissio: Unionin
arvopaperiasetus ei olisi edellyttänyt Suomelta hallintarekisterilakia’, Yle
News, 21 June 2017, accessed 5 July 2017, https://yle.fi/uutiset/3-9685075
; see also question to the Commission by member of the European
Parliament, Heidi Hautala, ’ Subject: Requirement of individual client
segregation in the Central Securities Depository Regulation’, 12 May 2017,
accessed 17 November 2017, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/
getDoc.do?pubRef=-//EP//TEXT+WQ+P-2017-003314+0+DOC+XML+V0//
EN as well as the reply from Vice-President Dombrovskis on behalf of the
European Commission, ’ Answer given by Vice-President Dombrovskis on
behalf of the Commission’, 19 June 2017, http://www.europarl.europa.eu/
sides/getAllAnswers.do?reference=P-2017-003314&language=EN
Ministry of Finance response to questionnaire, 2017.
Finland government response to questionnaire, 2016.
Finlex, ‘Valtioneuvoston asetus tuloveroja koskevan kaksinkertaisen
verotuksen välttämiseksi Turkmenistanin kanssa tehdyn sopimuksen
voimaansaattamisesta ja sopimuksen lainsäädännön alaan kuuluvien
määräysten voimaansaattamisesta annetun lain voimaantulosta’, 2017,
accessed 3 November 2017, http://www.finlex.fi/fi/sopimukset/sopsteksti/2017/20170012?search%5Btype%5D=pika&search%5Bpika%5D=turkmenistan
See table 4 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
See figure 3 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
Ministry of Finance response to questionnaire, 2017.
OECD, ‘Signatories and Parties to the Multilateral Convention to Implement
Tax Treaty Related Measures to Prevent Base Erosion and Profit Shifting’,

References

651

652

653

654

655

656
657

658
659

660

661

662

663

664
665

666

667
668
669

670

17 August 2017, accessed 25 September 2017, http://www.oecd.org/tax/
treaties/beps-mli-signatories-and-parties.pdf
Ministry of Finance, ‘Yritysverotuksenasiantuntijatyöryhmänraportti’, 9 February 2017, accessed 5 July 2017, http://
vm.fi/documents/10623/4120314/Yritysverotuksen+asiantuntijaty%C3%B6ryhm%C3%A4n+raportti/be117feb-cf52-4e57-a69b-931f73dc888c?version=1.0
Ministry of Finance, ‘Yritysverotuksenasiantuntijatyöryhmänraportti’, 9 February 2017, accessed 5 July 2017, http://
vm.fi/documents/10623/4120314/Yritysverotuksen+asiantuntijaty%C3%B6ryhm%C3%A4n+raportti/be117feb-cf52-4e57-a69b-931f73dc888c?version=1.0
Lauri Finér, ‘Sotemarkkinat houkuttelevat verosuunnitteluun’, SDP parliamentary group, 30 March 2017, accessed 5 July 2017, https://drive.google.
com/file/d/0BxBp0W-Fr0AWYVNzYXRIckp3aWM/view
Jarkko Harju, IlpoKauppinen and Olli Ropponen, ‘Firm Responses to an
Interest Barrier: Empirical Evidence’, VATT Working Papers 90, June 2017,
accessed 5 July 2017, http://vatt.fi/documents/2956369/4541479/wp90.
pdf/159c5894-2b7e-4bcc-83a9-ace67e7917e7
Timo Rauhanen et al., ‘Yritystukienarviointi ja vaikuttavuus’, VATT Institute
for Economic Research, 17 June 2015, accessed 5 July 2017, http://vnk.
fi/artikkeli/-/asset_publisher/vaikuttavaa-vai-tarpeetonta-selvitys-yritystukien-vaikutuksista-valmistunut?_101_INSTANCE_OQ3OcOALUpyv_
languageId=en_US
Ministry of Finance response to questionnaire, 2017.
European Commission, ‘Statistics on APAs in the EU at the End of 2015’,
20 October 2016, accessed 25 October 2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/jtpf0152016enapa.pdf
Ministry of Foreign Affairs response to questionnaire, 2017.
Development Policy Committee, ‘Finland’s development policy in
2017’, accessed 26 September 2017, https://www.kehityspoliittinentoimikunta.fi/wp-content/uploads/sites/17/2017/10/kpt_vuosiarvio_
engl_2017_web.pdf
Government of Finland, ‘Tax and development Finland’s action programme 2016-19’, 26 August 2016, accessed 4 July 2017, http://
formin.finland.fi/public/download.aspx?ID=160665&GUID={86C88A7E-A7BE-4D0D-9459-ACBB75CE4A53}
Sigmar Gabriel, speech during a panel discussion in Wittenberg, 22 June
2017. See Die Bundesregierung, ‘Rede des Bundesministers des Auswärtigen, Sigmar Gabriel, zur Podiumsdiskussion zum Thema “Gerechtigkeit
weltweit – welchen Beitrag kann deutsche Außenpolitik leisten?” am 22.
Juni 2017 in Wittenberg:‘ accessed 1 November 2017, www.bundesregierung.de/Content/DE/Bulletin/2017/06/77-3-bmaa-gerechtigkeit.html
, original quote: ‘Warum zahlt jeder Bäckermeister Wittenbergs höhere
Steuersätze als große Konzerne in Europa?’.
Federal Finance Ministry, ‘Gesetz zur Bekämpfung der Steuerumgehung und zur Änderung weiterer steuerlicher Vorschriften’, 24 June 2017,
accessed on 27 July 2017, www.bundesfinanzministerium.de/Content/DE/
Gesetzestexte/Gesetze_Verordnungen/2017-06-24-StUmgBG.html
Federal Finance Ministry, ‘Gesetzes gegen schädliche Steuerpraktiken im
Zusammenhang mit Rechteüberlassungen’, 4 July 2017, accessed on 27
July 2017, www.bundesfinanzministerium.de/Content/DE/Gesetzestexte/
Gesetze_Verordnungen/2017-07-04-G-gegen-schaedliche-Steuerpraktiken-im-Zusammenhang-mit-Rechteueberlassungen.html
See below under ‘Ownership transparency‘
Bundesministerium der Justiz und für Verbraucherschutz, ‘Gesetz zum
automatischen Austausch von Informationen über Finanzkonten in
Steuersachen‘, website, accessed 1 November 2017, http://www.gesetze-im-internet.de/fkaustg/
Bundeszentralamt für Steuern, ‘Vorschriften‘, website, accessed 1
November 2017, http://www.bzst.de/DE/Steuern_International/CbCR/
Vorschriften/cbcr_vorschriften_node.html;jsessionid=775E012724BB0B44541ECF765D02A449.live6831
See below under ‘Ownership transparency‘
See figure 5 in chapter 5.8.4 on ‘Hidden ownership‘
Luke Harding, ‘The Global Laundromat: how did it work and who benefited?’, The Guardian, 20 March 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, https://www.
theguardian.com/world/2017/mar/20/the-global-laundromat-how-did-itwork-and-who-benefited
Die Zeit Online, ‘Staat verlor mindestens 31,8 Milliarden Euro’, 7 June

671

672

673

674

675

676

677

678

679

680
681
682
683

684

685

686

687

2017, accessed on 3 August 2017, http://www.zeit.de/wirtschaft/2017-06/
cum-ex-geschaefte-steuerhinterziehung-banken-aktien
See for example Tagesschau, ‘“Größter Steuerskandal der Geschichte”‘,
7 Juni 2017, accessed 1 November 2017, https://www.tagesschau.de/
wirtschaft/cum-cum-105.html and Deutscher Bundestag 2017, ‘Beschlussempfehlung und Bericht des 4. Untersuchungsausschusses nach Artikel
44 des Grundgesetzes’‘, 19 June 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, http://
dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/btd/18/127/1812700.pdf , p. 396
Die Zeit Online, ‘Staat verlor mindestens 31,8 Milliarden Euro’, 7 June
2017, accessed on 3 August 2017, http://www.zeit.de/wirtschaft/2017-06/
cum-ex-geschaefte-steuerhinterziehung-banken-aktien
Deutscher Bundestag 2017, ‘Beschlussempfehlung und Bericht des 4.
Untersuchungsausschusses nach Artikel 44 des Grundgesetzes’, 19
June 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, http://dip21.bundestag.de/dip21/
btd/18/127/1812700.pdf
Gerhard Schick, ‘Der größte Fall von Finanzkriminalität in Deutschland‘,
Die Zeit Online, 30 April 2017, accessed 1 November 2017, http://www.
zeit.de/wirtschaft/2017-04/cum-ex-skandal-steuerhinterziehung-koalition-untersuchungsausschuss
Bundesministerium der Finanzen, ‘Europäische Wirtschafts- und
Finanzpolitik’, Monthly Report, 21 November 2016, accessed 12
July, www.bundesfinanzministerium.de/Content/DE/Monatsberichte/2016/11/Inhalte/Kapitel-4-Wirtschafts-und-Finanzlage/4-6-europaeische-wirtschafts-und-finanzpolitik.html
CSU, CDU and SPD, ‘Deutschlands Zukunft gestalten. Koalitionsvertrag
zwischen CDU, CSU und SPD 18. Legislaturperiode’, 2013, accessed
1 November 2017, www.bundesregierung.de/Content/DE/_Anlagen/2013/2013-12-17-koalitionsvertrag.pdf?__blob=publicationFile
Written statement by the German government to a parliamentary question, Deutscher Bundestag, ‘Antwort der Bundesregierung auf die Kleine
Anfrage der Abgeordneten Dr. Thomas Gambke, Britta Haßelmann, Lisa
Paus, weiterer Abgeordneter und der Fraktion Bündnis 90/Die Grünen –
Drucksache 17/5606 – Gemeinsame konsolidierte Körperschaftsteuer-Bemessungsgrundlage’, 5 May 2011, accessed 1 November 2017,http://dipbt.
bundestag.de/dip21/btd/17/057/1705748.pdf , p.2.
Adelina Marini, ‘The Second CCCTB Proposal Seems Also Headed for a
Failure’, EU Inside, 12 June 2017, accessed on 25 October 2017, http://
www.euinside.eu/en/news/the-second-ccctb-proposal-seems-to-beheaded-for-another-failure
BMZ, ‘Ohne Steuern keine Entwicklung! ’, Factsheet 03/2017, accessed on
26 July 2017, www.bmz.de/de/zentrales_downloadarchiv/themen_und_
schwerpunkte/governance/170330_factsheet_BMZ_Steuer.pdf
OECD, ‘Tax Inspectors without borders’, website, accessed on 26 July 2017,
www.tiwb.org/programmes/
International Tax Compact, ‘Welcome to the International Tax Compact!’,
website, accessed 1 November 2017, www.taxcompact.net/index.html
Addis Tax Initiative, ‘About the Addis Tax Initiative’, website, accessed 1
November 2017, www.addistaxinitiative.net/
BMZ, ‘Politikkohärenz: Bessere Abstimmung für nachhaltige Entwicklung’,
website, accessed 1 November 2017, www.bmz.de/de/ministerium/ziele/
politikkohaerenz/index.html
Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf , p. A20
Die Bundesregierung, ‘Deutsche Nachhaltigkeitsstrategie’, 2016, accessed
on 27 July 2017, www.bundesregierung.de/Content/DE/_Anlagen/
Nachhaltigkeit-wiederhergestellt/2017-01-11-nachhaltigkeitsstrategie.
pdf;jsessionid=4DE6AC38D64B7B8BC9A1B1152C5A71BE.s41t1?__blob=publicationFile&v=20
Oral statement at the European Parliament, ‘Committee of Inquiry to
investigate alleged contraventions and maladministration in the application...’, 11 July 2017, accessed 1 November 2017, www.europarl.europa.eu/
ep-live/en/committees/video?event=20170711-1400-COMMITTEE-PANA
Written statement by the Ministry of Finance to a parliamentary question,
Deutscher Bundestag, ‘Antwort der Bundesregierung auf die Kleine
Anfrage der Abgeordneten Niema Movassat, Wolfgang Gehrcke, Christine
Buchholz, weiterer Abgeordneter und der Fraktion DIE LINKE. – Drucksache 18/6230 – Maßnahmen zur Bekämpfung von Steuervermeidung und
Steuerhinterziehung’, 16 October 2015, accessed 1 November July 2017,
http://dipbt.bundestag.de/doc/btd/18/064/1806411.pdf , p.3.

Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom • 157

References

688 Bundesministerium der Justiz und für Verbraucherschutz, ‘Finanzdienstleistungsaufsichtsgesetz vom 22. April 2002 (BGBl. I S. 1310), das
zuletzt durch Artikel 14 Absatz 3 des Gesetzes vom 17. Juli 2017 (BGBl. I
S. 2446) geändert worden ist‘, accessed 1 November 2017, https://www.
gesetze-im-internet.de/findag/BJNR131010002.html
689 Markus Zydra, ‘Enthüllen verboten’, Süddeutsche Zeitung, 6 June 2017,
accessed on 13 July 2017, www.sueddeutsche.de/wirtschaft/whistleblower-gesetz-enthuellen-verboten-1.3022169
690 Whistleblower Network e. V., ‘Whistleblowerschutz-Gesetz überfällig’,
27 January 2017, accessed on 13 July 2017, www.whistleblower-net.de/
wp-content/uploads/2017/01/PK_27.1.-Hintergrund_v2-1.pdf , p.1.
691 Whistleblower Network e. V., ‘Whistleblowerschutz-Gesetz überfällig’,
27 January 2017, accessed on 13 July 2017, www.whistleblower-net.de/
wp-content/uploads/2017/01/PK_27.1.-Hintergrund_v2-1.pdf , p.1.
692 Bundesgesetzblatt, ‘Gesetz zur Umsetzung der Vierten EU-Geldwäscherichtlinie, zur Ausführung der EU-Geldtransferverordnung und zur
Neuorganisation der Zentralstelle für Finanztransaktionsuntersuchungen‘, published 24 June 2017, https://www.bundesfinanzministerium.
de/Content/DE/Downloads/Gesetze/2017-06-24-G-z-Umsetzung-Vierte-Geldwaescherichtlinie.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=8
693 Lexology, ‘Germany: New Transparency Register of Beneficial Owners of
Private Companies’ , 13 July 2017, accessed 5 August 2017, www.lexology.
com/library/detail.aspx?g=5324231a-8fb2-4403-863f-6365abd8b3df
694 Birgit Marschall, ‘Schäuble schafft neues Online-Register gegen Geldwäsche’ ‚ RP. Online, 25 November 2016, accessed 5 September 2017,
www.rp-online.de/politik/deutschland/geldwaesche-wolfgang-schaeuble-schafft-2017-nationales-transparenzregister-aid-1.6418466
695 Welt, ‘Einigung über Transparenzregister‘, 21 February 2017, accessed
1 November 2017, https://www.welt.de/newsticker/dpa_nt/infoline_nt/
brennpunkte_nt/article162251388/Einigung-ueber-Transparenzregister.
html
696 Markus Meinzer, ‘Germany rejects beneficial ownership transparency’,
Tax Justice Network, 18 May 2017, accessed 5 September 2017, www.
taxjustice.net/2017/05/18/germany-rejects-beneficial-ownership-transparency/
697 Legislative proposal by the Federal Government, ‘Entwurf eines Gesetzes
zur Umsetzung der Vierten EU-Geldwäscherichtlinie, zur Ausführung der
EU-Geldtransferverordnung und zur Neuorganisation der Zentralstelle für
Finanztransaktionsuntersuchungen’, Deutscher Bundestag Drucksache
18/11555, 17 March 2017, accessed on 12 July 2017, www.bundestag.de/
dokumente/textarchiv/2017/kw12-de-eu-geldwaescherichtlinie/496760 ,
p.16.
698 Markus Meinzer, ‘Germany rejects beneficial ownership transparency‘, 18
May 2017, accessed 1 November 2017, www.taxjustice.net/2017/05/18/
germany-rejects-beneficial-ownership-transparency/
699 Markus Meinzer, ‘Stellungnahme von Netzwerk Steuergerechtigkeit
Deutschland und Tax Justice Network für die öffentliche Anhörung des
Finanzausschusses des Deutschen Bundestages am 24. April 2017’,
Written statement by NWSG and TJN for the public hearing at the finance
committee at German parliament, 24 April 2017, accessed on 12 July 2017,
https://netzwerksteuergerechtigkeit.files.wordpress.com/2016/06/stellungnahme_umsetzungsgesetz_eu-geldwc3a4scherichtlinie.pdf
700 Imre Balzer and Sybille Klormann, ‘Über diese Themen streitet die
Jamaika-Runde‘, Die Zeit Online, 26 October 2017, accessed 1 November
2017, http://www.zeit.de/politik/deutschland/2017-10/sondierungsgespraeche-cdu-csu-fdp-die-gruenen-jamaika-koalition
701 Bundesministerium der Finanzen, ‘Stand der Doppelbesteuerungsabkommen und anderer Abkommen im Steuerbereich sowie der Abkommensverhandlungen am 1. Januar 2017’, 18 January 2017, accessed on 13 July
2017, www.bundesfinanzministerium.de/Content/DE/Downloads/BMF_
Schreiben/Internationales_Steuerrecht/Allgemeine_Informationen/201701-18-stand-DBA-1-januar-2017.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=4
702 Basis for negotiation for agreements for the avoidance of double taxation
and the prevention of fiscal evasion with respect to taxes on income
and on capital, Bundesministerium der Finanzen, accessed 1 November
2017, www.bundesfinanzministerium.de/Content/DE/Standardartikel/
Themen/Steuern/Internationales_Steuerrecht/Allgemeine_Informationen/2013-08-22-Verhandlungsgrundlage-DBA-englisch.pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=4
703 Wissenschaftlicher Dienst des Deutschen Bundestags, ‘Ausarbeitung:

158 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

704

705

706

707

708

709
710
711

712

713

714

715

716

717

718

719

720

Doppelbesteuerungsabkommen mit Entwicklungs- und Schwellenländern’, February 2017, accessed on 27 July 2017, www.bundestag.de/
blob/499146/75bd533c5717fa3bad00fd68add51704/wd-4-140-16-pdf-data.pdf
ActionAid, ‘Mistreated’, February 2016, accessed 13 October 2017, http://
www.actionaid.org/sites/files/actionaid/actionaid_-_mistreated_tax_
treaties_report_-_feb_2016.pdf
ActionAid, ‘Mistreated’, February 2016, accessed 13 October 2017, http://
www.actionaid.org/sites/files/actionaid/actionaid_-_mistreated_tax_
treaties_report_-_feb_2016.pdf
Wissenschaftlicher Dienst des Deutschen Bundestags, ‘Ausarbeitung:
Doppelbesteuerungsabkommen mit Entwicklungs- und Schwellenländern’, February 2017, accessed on 27 July 2017, www.bundestag.de/
blob/499146/75bd533c5717fa3bad00fd68add51704/wd-4-140-16-pdf-data.pdf , p. 7.
Wissenschaftlicher Dienst des Deutschen Bundestags, ‘Ausarbeitung:
Doppelbesteuerungsabkommen mit Entwicklungs- und Schwellenländern’, February 2017, accessed on 27 July 2017, www.bundestag.de/
blob/499146/75bd533c5717fa3bad00fd68add51704/wd-4-140-16-pdf-data.pdf
ActionAid, ‘Mistreated’, February 2016, accessed 13 October 2017, http://
www.actionaid.org/sites/files/actionaid/actionaid_-_mistreated_tax_
treaties_report_-_feb_2016.pdf
See table 4 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
See figure 3 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
Heise Online, ‘Bundesregierung will innovative Forschung mehr fördern
und Steueranreize bieten’, 29 March 2017, accessed 1 November 2017,
www.heise.de/newsticker/meldung/Bundesregierung-will-innovative-Forschung-mehr-foerdern-und-Steueranreize-bieten-3670057.html
Jan Dams, ‘Schäuble bremst Forschungsförderung aus’ , Die Welt, 19 July
2017, accessed on 3 August 2017, www.welt.de/print/die_welt/wirtschaft/
article166783133/Schaeuble-bremst-Forschungsfoerderung-aus.html
See SPD, ‘Es ist Zeit für mehr Gerechtigkeit’, 2017, accessed on 27
July 2017, www.spd.de/fileadmin/Dokumente/Bundesparteitag_2017/
Es_ist_Zeit_fuer_mehr_Gerechtigkeit-Unser_Regierungsprogramm.pdf
, p.37; and CDU, ‘Für ein Deutschland, in dem wir gut und gerne leben’,
2017, accessed on 27 July 2017, www.cdu.de/system/tdf/media/dokumente/170703regierungsprogramm2017.pdf?file=1 , p.22.
Expertenkommission, ‘Stärkung von Investitionen in Deutschland’, 2015,
Report commissioned by the Federal Ministry for Economic Affairs and
Energy, accessed on 27 July 2017, www.bmwi.de/Redaktion/DE/Downloads/I/investitionskongress-report-gesamtbericht-deutsch-barrierefrei.
pdf?__blob=publicationFile&v=1 , p.12.
Ramboll Management Consulting and Corit Advisory, ‘Study on Structures of Aggressive Tax Planning and Indicators’, European Commission
Taxation Papers, Working Paper No. 61, 2015, accessed on 27 July 2017,
http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/resources/documents/taxation/gen_info/economic_analysis/tax_papers/taxation_paper_61.pdf , p.8.
Ramboll Management Consulting and Corit Advisory, ‘Study on Structures of Aggressive Tax Planning and Indicators’, European Commission
Taxation Papers, Working Paper No. 61, 2015, accessed on 27 July 2017,
http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/resources/documents/taxation/gen_info/economic_analysis/tax_papers/taxation_paper_61.pdf , p.95.
OECD.Stat, ‘Table II.1. Statutory corporate income tax rate’, website,
accessed 1 November 2017, http://stats.oecd.org/index.aspx?DataSetCode=TABLE_II1
Lorenz Jarass et al, ‘The Burden of Taxation in the United States and Germany’, Chicago Fed Letter, No. 382, 2017, accessed on 27 July 2017, www.
chicagofed.org/publications/chicago-fed-letter/2017/382
Endres Spengel et al, ‘Effective tax levels using the Devreux/Griffith
Methodology’, Project for the EU Commission TAXUD/2013/CC/120, Intermediate REPORT 2013, accessed on 27 July 2017, http://ec.europa.eu/
taxation_customs/resources/documents/common/publications/studies/
effective_taxes.pdf
Bundeszentralamt für Steuern, ‘Advance Pricing Agreements’, accessed
on 13 July 2017, www.bzst.de/EN/Steuern_International/Advance_Pric-

References

721

722

723

724
725
726
727

728
729

730

731

732

733

734

735

736

737

738

739

ing_Agreements/advance_pricing_agreements_node.html;jsessionid=DED2A1F7A03077D015DE7C0B704F728D.live6832
Bundeszentralamt für Steuern, ‘Advance Pricing Agreements’, accessed
on 13 July 2017, www.bzst.de/EN/Steuern_International/Advance_Pricing_Agreements/advance_pricing_agreements_node.html;jsessionid=DED2A1F7A03077D015DE7C0B704F728D.live6832
Bundeszentralamt für Steuern, ‘Advance Pricing Agreements’, accessed
on 13 July 2017, www.bzst.de/EN/Steuern_International/Advance_Pricing_Agreements/advance_pricing_agreements_node.html;jsessionid=DED2A1F7A03077D015DE7C0B704F728D.live6832
Bundeszentralamt für Steuern, ‘Advance Pricing Agreements’, accessed
on 13 July 2017, www.bzst.de/EN/Steuern_International/Advance_Pricing_Agreements/advance_pricing_agreements_node.html;jsessionid=DED2A1F7A03077D015DE7C0B704F728D.live6832
See chapter 4.4.2 on ‘Advance pricing agreements in the EU and Norway‘
Markus Meinzer, ‘Steueroase Deutschland’, CH Beck, Munich, 2015, p.179.
Markus Meinzer, ‘Steueroase Deutschland’, CH Beck, Munich, 2015, p.179.
German goverment reply to questionnaire in 2016. See Eurodad et
al., ‘Survival of the Richest’, December 2016, accessed 1 November
2017, http://www.eurodad.org/files/pdf/1546667-survival-of-therichest-europe-s-role-in-supporting-an-unjust-global-tax-system-2016-1481106817.pdf , p.69
See chapter 2 on ‘The race to the bottom’
Hungarian government, ‘Prime Minister Viktor Orban’s speech at the Singapore-Hungary Business Forum’, 27 September 2017, accessed 30 October 2017, http://abouthungary.hu/speeches-and-remarks/prime-minister-viktor-orbans-speech-at-the-singapore-hungary-business-forum/
Magyar Közlöny, ‘2016. évi CLXXXII. Törvény egyes pénzügyi és gazdasági
tárgyú törvények módosításáról’, 20 December 2016, accessed 30 October
2017, http://www.kozlonyok.hu/nkonline/MKPDF/hiteles/MK16210.pdf
Andrew Byrne, ‘Hungary to offer EU’s lowest corporate tax rate’, New York
Times, 17 November 2016, accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.
ft.com/content/302fa4b4-acda-11e6-9cb3-bb8207902122
Portfolio, ‘Rendkívüli helyzetbe kerül Magyarország Orbán Viktor váratlan
bejelentéséve’, 18 November 2016, accessed 30 October 2017, www.
portfolio.hu/users/elofizetes_info.php?t=cikk&i=240279
Miniszterelnöki Kabinetiroda, ‘Orbán Viktor beszéde a Regionális Digitális
Konferencián’, 17 November 2016, accessed 17 November 2017, http://
www.kormany.hu/hu/a-miniszterelnok/beszedek-publikaciok-interjuk/
orban-viktor-beszede-a-regionalis-digitalis-konferencian
Országgyűlés, ‘190. ülésnap (2016.11.23.),155-296. felszólalás’, 23
November 2016, accessed 22 November 2017, http://www.nfft.hu/hu/
web/guest/aktiv-kepviseloi-nevsor?p_auth=jEv7gXez&p_p_id=pairproxy_WAR_pairproxyportlet_INSTANCE_9xd2Wc9jP4z8&p_p_lifecycle=1&p_p_state=normal&p_p_mode=view&p_p_col_id=column-1&p_p_col_count=1&_pairproxy_WAR_pairproxyportlet_INSTANCE_9xd2Wc9jP4z8_pairAction=%2Finternet%2Fcplsql%2Fogy_naplo.
naplo_fadat_aktus%3Fp_ckl%3D40%26p_uln%3D190%26p_felsz%3D155%26p_
felszig%3D296%26p_aktus%3D9 ; see also Nemzetgazdasági Minisztérium, ‘Az adó- és járulékszabályok módosítása javítja a gazdaság
versenyképességét’, 12 December 2016, accessed 17 November
2017, http://www.kormany.hu/hu/nemzetgazdasagi-miniszterium/hirek/az-ado-es-jarulekszabalyok-modositasa-javitja-a-gazdasag-versenykepesseget
In 2016, the GDP of Hungary was US$124 billion (HUF36,373 billion), see
World Bank, ‘GDP (current US$)’, accessed 17 November 2017, https://data.
worldbank.org/indicator/NY.GDP.MKTP.CD
Portfolio, ‘Veszített az NGM, nem titkolhatja az egyedi adókedvezményeket’, 26 April 2017, accessed 30 October 2017, www.portfolio.hu/
users/elofizetes_info.php?t=cikk&i=248787
Index, ’80 milliárdnyi adókedvezményt adott a kormány a multiknak két év
alatt’, 13 August 2017, accessed 30 October 2017, http://index.hu/gazdasag/2017/08/13/80_milliardnyi_adokedvezmenyt_adott_a_kormany_a_
multiknak_ket_ev_alatt/
Magyar Nemzet, ’Fordított Robin Hood: 80 milliárdos adókedvezmény a
multicégeknek’, 14 August 2017, accessed 30 October 2017, https://mno.
hu/belfold/forditott-robin-hood-80-milliard-adokedvezmeny-a-multicegeknek-2412504
Bernhard Odehnal, ‘Und plötzlich explodierte der Wert einer Schweizer
Firma’, Tages-Anzeiger, 23 January 2017, accessed 17 November 2017,

740

741

742

743

744

745

746

747

748

749

750

751
752

753
754

755

756

757

https://www.tagesanzeiger.ch/wirtschaft/standardals-der-wert-einer-schweizer-firma-ploetzlich-explodierte/story/16574523
Bernhard Odehnal, ‘Und plötzlich explodierte der Wert einer Schweizer
Firma’, Tages-Anzeiger, 23 January 2017, accessed 17 November 2017,
https://www.tagesanzeiger.ch/wirtschaft/standardals-der-wert-einer-schweizer-firma-ploetzlich-explodierte/story/16574523
Atlatszo, ‘Kevesebb mint 2%-os társasági adó? Csak a pálmafák hiányoznak a GE Hungary tavalyi beszámolójából’, 4 June 2016, accessed
17 November 2017, https://atlatszo.hu/2016/06/04/kevesebb-mint-2os-tarsasagi-ado-csak-a-palmafak-hianyoznak-a-ge-hungary-tavalyibeszamolojabol/
Bernhard Odehnal, ‘Und plötzlich explodierte der Wert einer Schweizer
Firma’, Tages-Anzeiger, 23 January 2017, accessed 17 November 2017,
https://www.tagesanzeiger.ch/wirtschaft/standardals-der-wert-einer-schweizer-firma-ploetzlich-explodierte/story/16574523
See Nemzeti Adó- és Vámhivatal, ‘Növekedési adóhitel kedvezmény a
társasági adó rendszerében 2015’, accessed 17 November 2017, http://
nav.gov.hu/data/cms432088/Novekedesi_adohitel_kedvezmeny_a_tarsasagi_ado_rendszereben.pdf ; and RSM, ‘Doing Business in Hungary’,
accessed 17 November 2017, http://doingbusinessinhungary.com/taxation
Bernhard Odehnal, ‘Und plötzlich explodierte der Wert einer Schweizer
Firma’, Tages-Anzeiger, 23 January 2017, accessed 17 November 2017,
https://www.tagesanzeiger.ch/wirtschaft/standardals-der-wert-einer-schweizer-firma-ploetzlich-explodierte/story/16574523
Bernhard Odehnal, ‘Und plötzlich explodierte der Wert einer Schweizer
Firma’, Tages-Anzeiger, 23 January 2017, accessed 17 November 2017,
https://www.tagesanzeiger.ch/wirtschaft/standardals-der-wert-einer-schweizer-firma-ploetzlich-explodierte/story/16574523
Bernhard Odehnal, ‘Und plötzlich explodierte der Wert einer Schweizer
Firma’, Tages-Anzeiger, 23 January 2017, accessed 17 November 2017,
https://www.tagesanzeiger.ch/wirtschaft/standardals-der-wert-einer-schweizer-firma-ploetzlich-explodierte/story/16574523
Magyar Közlöny, ‘23/2014. (VI. 30.) NGM rendelet, A számla és a nyugta adóigazgatási azonosításáról, valamint az elektronikus formában
megőrzött számlák adóhatósági ellenőrzéséről’, 30 June 2014, accessed
17 November 2017, http://www.kozlonyok.hu/nkonline/MKPDF/hiteles/
MK14089.pdf
EY, ‘Hungary postpones live invoice data reporting’, 10 May 2017, accessed
30 October 2017, http://www.ey.com/gl/en/services/tax/international-tax/
alert--hungary-postpones-live-invoice-data-reporting
EY, ‘Hungary postpones live invoice data reporting’, 10 May 2017, accessed
30 October 2017, http://www.ey.com/gl/en/services/tax/international-tax/
alert--hungary-postpones-live-invoice-data-reporting
Council of the European Union, ‘Economic and Financial Affairs Council –
Public session’, 23 May 2017, accessed 3 August 2017, https://video.consilium.europa.eu/en/webcast/044d6f5d-a5ee-49e3-9d07-e7890b4103bb
OECD, ‘Multilateral Tax Centre in Budapest’, accessed 30 October 2017,
www.oecd.org/hungary/oecdmultilateraltaxcentreinbudapest.htm
Külgazdasági és Külügyminisztérium, ‘International Development Cooperation Strategy and Strategic Concept for International Humanitarian Aid
of Hungary 2014-2020’, 2014, accessed 17 November 2017, http://nefe.
kormany.hu/download/3/93/c0000/International%20Development%20
Cooperation%20and%20Humanitarian%20Aid%20Strategy%20of%20Hungary-v%C3%A9gleges.pdf
Hungarian government response to questionnaire.
Magyar Közlöny, ‘2013. évi CCXXXVII. Törvény, A hitelintézetekről és
a pénzügyi vállalkozásokról’, 23 December 2013, accessed 17 November 2017, http://www.kozlonyok.hu/nkonline/index.php?menuindex=200&pageindex=kozltart&ev=2013&szam=217 , article 123
Magyar Közlöny, ‘2017. évi LIII. törvény a pénzmosás és a terrorizmus
finanszírozása megelőzéséről és megakadályozásáról’, 26 May, accessed
17 November 2017, http://www.kozlonyok.hu/nkonline/MKPDF/hiteles/
MK17075.pdf
Magyar Közlöny, ‘2017. évi LIII. törvény a pénzmosás és a terrorizmus
finanszírozása megelőzéséről és megakadályozásáról’, 26 May, accessed
17 November 2017, http://www.kozlonyok.hu/nkonline/MKPDF/hiteles/
MK17075.pdf , article 25
Magyar Közlöny, ‘2017. évi LIII. törvény a pénzmosás és a terrorizmus
finanszírozása megelőzéséről és megakadályozásáról’, 26 May, accessed
17 November 2017, http://www.kozlonyok.hu/nkonline/MKPDF/hiteles/

Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom • 159

References

MK17075.pdf
758 See table 4 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
759 See figure 3 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
760 Hungarian government response to questionnaire.
761 Hungarian government response to questionnaire.
762 OECD, ‘Signatories and Parties to the Multilateral Convention to Implement
Tax Treaty Related Measures to Prevent Base Erosion and Profit Shifting’,
17 August 2017, accessed 25 September 2017, http://www.oecd.org/tax/
treaties/beps-mli-signatories-and-parties.pdf
763 EY, ‘Hungary implements new IP regime’, 14 July 2016, accessed 30
October 2017, www.ey.com/Publication/vwLUAssets/Hungary_implements_new_IP_regime/$FILE/2016G_02030-161Gbl_Hungary%20implements%20new%20IP%20regime.pdf
764 Baker McKenzie, ‘Hungary adopts new rules on taxation of IP rights,’ 31
August 2016, accessed 30 October 2017, www.lexology.com/library/detail.
aspx?g=d39a3c92-2758-4c3c-b113-964d08c849bc
765 Deloitte, ‘Taxation and investment in Hungary 2017’, August 2017,
accessed 17 November 2017, https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/
Deloitte/global/Documents/Tax/dttl-tax-hungaryguide-2017.pdf
766 Deloitte, ‘Taxation and investment in Hungary 2017’, August 2017,
accessed 17 November 2017, https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/
Deloitte/global/Documents/Tax/dttl-tax-hungaryguide-2017.pdf
767 EY, ‘Hungary implements new IP regime’, 14 July 2016, accessed 30
October 2017, www.ey.com/Publication/vwLUAssets/Hungary_implements_new_IP_regime/$FILE/2016G_02030-161Gbl_Hungary%20implements%20new%20IP%20regime.pdf
768 OECD.Stat, ‘Table II.1. Statutory corporate income tax rate’, website,
accessed 1 November 2017, http://stats.oecd.org/index.aspx?DataSetCode=TABLE_II1
769 PwC, ‘Hungary expected to reduce corporate tax rate to 9%’, November 2016, accessed 2 November 2017, https://www.pwc.com/us/en/
tax-services/publications/insights/hungary-expected-to-reduce-corporate-tax-rate.html
770 FT, ‘Hungary to offer EU’s lowest corporate tax rate’, 17 November 2016,
accessed 2 November 2017, https://www.ft.com/content/302fa4b4-acda11e6-9cb3-bb8207902122
771 Wolters Kluwer, ‘2003. évi XCII. Törvény az adózás rendjéről’, 2003,
accessed 30 October 2017, https://net.jogtar.hu/jr/gen/hjegy_doc.cgi?docid=A0300092.TV ; and Deloitte, ‘Taxation and Investment in Hungary
2015’, 2015, accessed 17 November 2017, https://www2.deloitte.com/
content/dam/Deloitte/cn/Documents/international-business-support/
deloitte-cn-ibs-hungary-tax-invest-en-2015.pdf
772 European Commission, ‘Statistics on APAs in the EU at the End of 2015’,
20 October 2016, accessed 25 October 2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/jtpf0152016enapa.pdf
773 European Commission, ‘Statistics on APAs in the EU at the End of 2015’,
20 October 2016, accessed 25 October 2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/jtpf0152016enapa.pdf
774 Hungarian government response to questionnaire.
775 Katherine Zappone, ‘Corporate Tax Summit “Corporate Tax Equity –
Leading with Responsibility”’, 23 February 2017, accessed 1 November
2017, http://katherinezappone.com/corporate-tax-summit-february-16th-2017-corporate-tax-equity-leading-responsibility/
776 Paul O’Donoghue, ‘It dented our reputation: Ministers at odds over Ireland’s corporate tax record’, Fora, 16 February 2017, accessed 13 October
2017, https://fora.ie/ireland-corporate-tax-policy-3243049-Feb2017/
777 European Commission, ‘State aid: Ireland gave illegal tax benefits to Apple
worth up to €13 billion’, 30 August 2016, accessed 13 October 2017, http://
europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-16-2923_en.htm
778 Harry McGee, ‘Government finds teeth and bites back against Apple ruling’, The Irish Times, 3 September 2016, accessed 13 October 2017, www.
irishtimes.com/business/economy/government-finds-teeth-and-bitesback-against-apple-ruling-1.2777769
779 See Kevin Doyle and Donal O’Donovan, ‘Cabinet agrees to appeal €13bn
Apple ruling’, Independent, 2 September 2016, accessed 1 November
2017, https://www.independent.ie/irish-news/politics/cabinet-agreesto-appeal-13bn-apple-ruling-35016254.html and Department of Finance,
‘Update on Ireland’s International Tax Strategy & Consultation on Coffey

160 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

780

781

782

783

784

785

786
787
788

789

790

791

792
793

794

795

796

Review’, October 2017, accessed 1 November 2017, http://www.budget.
gov.ie/Budgets/2018/Documents/Update_International_Tax_Strategy_Consultation.pdf , p.6
Harry McGee, ‘Government finds teeth and bites back against Apple ruling’, The Irish Times, 3 September 2016, accessed 13 October 2017, www.
irishtimes.com/business/economy/government-finds-teeth-and-bitesback-against-apple-ruling-1.2777769
European Commission, ‘State aid: Commission refers Ireland to Court for
failure to recover illegal tax benefits from Apple worth up to €13 billion’, 4
October 2017, accessed 13 October 2017, http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-17-3702_en.htm
European Commission, ‘State aid: Commission refers Ireland to Court for
failure to recover illegal tax benefits from Apple worth up to €13 billion’, 4
October 2017, accessed 13 October 2017, http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-17-3702_en.htm
European Commission, ‘State aid: Commission refers Ireland to Court for
failure to recover illegal tax benefits from Apple worth up to €13 billion’, 4
October 2017, accessed 13 October 2017, http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-17-3702_en.htm
Joe Brennan, ‘Money managers to earn €15m a year minding Apple’s
cash’, The Irish Times, 25 July 2017, accessed 13 October 2017, www.
irishtimes.com/business/economy/money-managers-to-earn-15m-ayear-minding-apple-s-cash-1.3165698
EY, ‘Ireland publishes Independent Review of Irish Corporate Tax Code’, 14
September 2017, accessed 13 October 2017, www.ey.com/gl/en/services/
tax/international-tax/alert--ireland-publishes-independent-review-ofirish-corporate-tax-code
A&L Goodbody, ‘Irish Budget 2018’, 10 October 2017, accessed 13 October
2017, www.algoodbody.com/ins.ights-publications.jsp?i=7462
Irish Government response to questionnaire.
Sean Duffy & Independent.ie Business Desk, ‘Ireland one of seven countries to object to CCCTB-Hayes’, 9 January 2017, accessed 1 November
2017, https://www.independent.ie/business/irish/ireland-one-of-sevencountries-to-object-to-ccctbhayes-35352328.html
Ciarán Hancock, Eoin Burke-Kennedy, Charlie Taylor, ‘Commissioner
says EU-wide tax consolidation ‘good for Ireland’’, The Irish Times, 24
January 2017, accessed 1 November 2017, https://www.irishtimes.
com/business/economy/commissioner-says-eu-wide-tax-consolidation-good-for-ireland-1.2948988?mode=sample&auth-failed=1&pw-origin=https%3A%2F%2Fwww.irishtimes.
com%2Fbusiness%2Feconomy%2Fcommissioner-says-eu-wide-tax-consolidation-good-for-ireland-1.2948988
See Irish Aid, ‘Report of the Irish Aid Expert Advisory Group,’ 2013,
accessed 25 October 2017, www.irishaid.ie/media/irishaid/allwebsitemedia/60aboutirishaid/IAEAG-Report---Web.pdf and OECD, ‘Tax and
Development Programme’, website, accessed 1 November 2017, http://
www.oecd.org/ctp/tax-global/tax-and-development.htm
International Tax Compact, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015’, accessed 25
October 2017, www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf ; Irish Aid questionnaire response.
Irish Aid questionnaire response. See also chapter 5.7 on ‘Capacity Building and technical assistance to developing countries’.
Government of Ireland, ‘One World, One Future’, May 2013, accessed 1
November 2017, https://www.irishaid.ie/media/irishaid/allwebsitemedia/20newsandpublications/publicationpdfsenglish/one-world-one-future-irelands-new-policy.pdf
Institute for International Integration Studies, ‘Policy Coherence for
Development: Indicators for Ireland’, commissioned by the Advisory Board
for Irish Aid, 2012, accessed 1 November 2017, www.irishaid.ie/media/
irishaid/allwebsitemedia/20newsandpublications/publicationpdfsenglish/
policy-coherence-for-development-indicator-2012.pdf
IBFD, ‘IBFD Spillover Analysis Possible Effects of the Irish Tax System on
Developing Economies’, Commissioned by the Department of Finance, July
2015, accessed 1 November 2017, www.budget.gov.ie/Budgets/2016/Documents/IBFD_Irish_Spillover_Analysis_Report_pub.pdf
Christian Aid Ireland, ‘Christian Aid welcomes spillover analysis but reserves judgement on its usefulness’, 13 October 2015, accessed 1 November 2017, www.christianaid.ie/pressoffice/pressreleases/october_2015/
christian-aid-reserves-judgement-on-usefulness-of-spillover-analysis.
aspx

References

797 Harry McGee, ‘Irish tax policies criticised over impact on poor countries’,
11 February 2015, accessed 25 October 2017, https://www.irishtimes.
com/news/politics/irish-tax-policies-criticised-over-impact-on-poorcountries-1.2100307
798 ActionAid Ireland, ‘Mistreated: Irish Chapter’, April 2016, accessed 1
November 2017, https://actionaid.ie/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/AAMistreated-report-Irish-section-only-FINAL-WEB-VERSION-1.pdf
799 IBFD, ‘IBFD Spillover Analysis Possible Effects of the Irish Tax System on
Developing Economies’, Commissioned by the Department of Finance, July
2015, accessed 1 November 2017, www.budget.gov.ie/Budgets/2016/Documents/IBFD_Irish_Spillover_Analysis_Report_pub.pdf , p.16
800 Irish government response to questionnaire.
801 Irish government response to questionnaire.
802 Irish government response to questionnaire.
803 Irish Department of Finance response to questionnaire.
804 See Transparency International, ‘An Alternative to Silence’, January
2010, accessed 1 November 2017, http://transparency.ie/sites/default/
files/2010_Alternative_to_Silence_Ireland_v1.pdf and Charlie Taylor, ‘Jonathan Sugarman: Ireland has destroyed the lives of whistleblowers’, The
Irish Times, 13 April 2017, accessed 1 November 2017, www.irishtimes.
com/business/financial-services/jonathan-sugarman-ireland-has-destroyed-the-lives-of-whistleblowers-1.3047366
805 Irish Statute Book, ‘Protected Disclosures Act 2014’, 2014, accessed 1
November 2017, http://www.irishstatutebook.ie/eli/2014/act/14/enacted/
en/html
806 Simon Rowe, ‘Surge in number of whistleblowers reporting suspected
breaches in financial services law to the Central Bank’, Independent, 24
July 2016, accessed 1 November 2017, www.independent.ie/business/
surge-in-number-of-whistleblowers-reporting-suspected-breaches-infinancial-services-law-to-the-central-bank-34906465.html
807 Jack Power, ‘Number of whistleblowers in financial services set to double’,
Irish Times, 18 May 2017, accessed 1 November 2017, https://www.
irishtimes.com/business/financial-services/number-of-whistleblowersin-financial-services-set-to-double-1.3083897
808 Jack Power, ‘Number of whistleblowers in financial services set to double’,
Irish Times, 18 May 2017, accessed 1 November 2017, https://www.
irishtimes.com/business/financial-services/number-of-whistleblowersin-financial-services-set-to-double-1.3083897
809 Jack Power, ‘Number of whistleblowers in financial services set to double’,
Irish Times, 18 May 2017, accessed 1 November 2017, https://www.
irishtimes.com/business/financial-services/number-of-whistleblowersin-financial-services-set-to-double-1.3083897
810 Irish Department of Finance response to questionnaire.
811 Irish Statute Book, ‘European Union (Anti-Money Laundering: Beneficial
Ownership of Corporate Entities) Regulations 2016’, Statutory Instrument
560 of 2016, accessed 1 November 2017, www.irishstatutebook.ie/
eli/2016/si/560/made/en/pdf
812 McCann FitzGerald, ‘Irish Corporate Entities: Establishing a Register of
Beneficial Owners’, 31 May 2017, accessed 1 November 2017, www.lexology.com/library/detail.aspx?g=d503d20d-e479-462e-b131-38f5797c61f6
813 See Salvador Nash, ‘Ireland delays implementation of a central register of
beneficial owners of Irish incorporated companies’, KPMG, 5 September
2017, accessed 1 november 2017, https://home.kpmg.com/ie/en/home/
insights/2017/09/ireland-delays-central-register-of-benefits.html and
Andrew Lambe, ‘Creation of Central Register of Beneficial Ownership
Postponed until Q1 2018’, Company Formations, updated 19 October 2017,
accessed 1 November 2017, https://www.companyformations.ie/blog/
creation-of-central-register-of-beneficial-ownership-postponed-until-q4-2017/
814 Irish Department of Finance response to questionnaire.
815 Paschal Donohoe, ‘Hearing of the PANA Committee on 11 June 2017’, 11
June 2017, accessed 13 October 2017, www.europarl.europa.eu/ep-live/
en/committees/video?event=20170711-1400-COMMITTEE-PANA
816 See table 4 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
817 The number of treaties between Ireland and developing countries was
21 in 2015, 28 in 2016. See Eurodad et al., ‘Survival of the Richest’,
December 2016, accessed 1 November 2017, http://www.eurodad.org/
files/pdf/1546667-survival-of-the-richest-europe-s-role-in-supportingan-unjust-global-tax-system-2016-1481106817.pdf and Eurodad et al.,

818
819

820

821

822
823

824

825

826
827
828

829

830
831

832

833

834
835
836

837

838
839
840
841

’50 Shades of Tax Dodging’, November 2015, accessed 1 November 2017,
http://www.eurodad.org/files/pdf/1546494-fifty-shades-of-tax-dodgingthe-eu-s-role-in-supporting-an-unjust-global-tax-system.pdf
See figure 3 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
ActionAid Ireland, ‘Mistreated: Irish Chapter’, April 2016, accessed 1
November 2017, https://actionaid.ie/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/AAMistreated-report-Irish-section-only-FINAL-WEB-VERSION-1.pdf
Revenue, ‘Double taxation treaties’, 3 June 2017, accessed 1 November
2017, www.revenue.ie/en/tax-professionals/tax-agreements/double-taxation-treaties/index.aspx
Colm Kelpie, ‘Michael Noonan hits out at EU’s plan for tax disclosure’,
Independent, 17 February 2017, accessed 1 November 2017, www.independent.ie/business/irish/michael-noonan-hits-out-at-eus-plan-for-taxdisclosure-35458085.html
Email from the Irish Department of Finance to Maeve Bateman, 20 November 2017.
Eurodad calculations based on publicly available information about tax
rates in tax treaties. The following are examples of tax treaties signed
with Ethiopia, Zambia and Pakistan that are significantly less restrictive
than the treaties those countries have with Ireland: Italy-Ethiopia; Czech
Republic – Ethiopia; France-Ethiopia; Belgium-Pakistan; Poland-Pakistan,
Italy-Pakistan, Norway-Zambia, Denmark-Zambia.
See for example ActionAid Ireland, ‘Mistreated: Irish Chapter’, April
2016, accessed 1 November 2017, https://actionaid.ie/wp-content/uploads/2016/10/AA-Mistreated-report-Irish-section-only-FINAL-WEB-VERSION-1.pdf
OECD, ‘Signatories and Parties to the Multilateral Convention to Implement
Tax Treaty Related Measures to Prevent Base Erosion and Profit Shifting’,
25 October 2017, accessed 1 November 2017, http://www.oecd.org/tax/
treaties/beps-mli-signatories-and-parties.pdf
See chapter 3.1 on ‘Which Offshore Financial Centres are multinationals
using?’
IDA Ireland, ‘Tax’, website, accessed 1 November 2017, www.idaireland.
com/invest-in-ireland/ireland-corporate-tax/
IDA Ireland, ‘IDA Statement on Cabinet Decision to Challenge EU Commission Ruling’, 2 September 2016, accessed 1 November 2017, www.
idaireland.com/newsroom/ida-statement-on-cabinet-/
Paul Sweeney, ‘The problem with tax breaks’, TASC, November 2016,
accessed 1 November 2017, www.tasc.ie/download/pdf/theproblemwithtaxbreaksfinal.pdf
See chapter 4.3 on ‘Patent boxes’
Deloitte, ‘Knowledge Development Box’, website, accessed 1 November
2017, https://www2.deloitte.com/ie/en/pages/tax/articles/knowledge-development-box-ireland.html
Revenue, ‘Knowledge Development Box (KDB)’, 12 June 2017, accessed
1 November 2017, www.revenue.ie/en/companies-and-charities/reliefs-and-exemptions/knowledge-development-box-kdb/index.aspx
Nicola Corrigan & Brian Duffy, ‘Knowledge Development Box Update’, 30
January 2017, accessed 1 November 2017, www.williamfry.com/newsandinsights/news-article/2017/01/30/knowledge-development-box-update
Email from the Irish Department of Finance to Maeve Bateman, 20 November 2017.
See chapters 4.3 on ‘Patent boxes’ and 5.1 on ‘Implementing a controversial ‘sticking plaster’’
European Commission, DG TAXUD, ‘Tax Policies in the European Union.
2016 Survey’, 26 October 2016, accessed 29 September 2017, https://
ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/tax_policies_survey_2016.pdf
Statement by Grace Perez-Navarro, OECD, at the seminar ‘Zero tolerance
on tax havens’, organised by the Group of Socialists and Democrats in the
European Parliament, 1 June 2016. Video published 2 June 2016, https://
www.youtube.com/watch?v=QQeuQkHHNNs (46 minutes into the video)
Email from the Irish Department of Finance to Maeve Bateman, 20 November 2017.
See box 5 in chapter 3.1 on ‘Which Offshore Financial Centres are multinationals using?’
See box 5 in chapter 3.1 on ‘Which Offshore Financial Centres are multinationals using?’
Irish Times, Budget 2017, ‘State’s post-Apple corporate tax code review

Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom • 161

References

842

843
844

845

846

847

848

849

850

851

852

853
854
855

856

857

858

859

860

due by June’, 16 October 2016, www.irishtimes.com/business/construction/budget-2017-state-s-post-apple-corporate-tax-code-review-due-byjune-1.2825663
Fine Gael, ‘Budget 2018 Statement of the Minister for Finance and Public
Expenditure and Reform Mr. Paschal Donohoe T.D.’, 10 October 2017,
accessed 1 November 2017, https://www.finegael.ie/budget-2018-statement-minister-finance-public-expenditure-reform-mr-paschal-donohoe-t-d/
Questionnaire response revenue, www.budget.gov.ie/Budgets/2015/Documents/Technical_Paper_Effective_Rates_Corporation_Tax_Ireland.pdf
Jim Stewart, ‘PwC/World Bank Report ‘Paying Taxes 2014’: An Assessment’, February 2014, accessed 1 November 2017, www.tcd.ie/iiis/documents/discussion/pdfs/iiisdp442.pdf
European Commission, ‘State aid: Ireland gave illegal tax benefits to Apple
worth up to €13 billion’, 30 August 2016, accessed 12 October 2017, http://
europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-16-2923_en.htm
Niall Cody, ‘Opening Statement of Niall Cody, Chairman of the Revenue
Commissioners, (the Irish Tax and Customs administration) to the TAXE
Committee, European Parliament on 28 May 2015, Dublin’, accessed 1
November 2017, https://www.revenue.ie/en/corporate/press-office/
speeches/2015/taxe-committee-chairman-opening-statement-2015.aspx
Niall Cody, ‘Opening Statement of Niall Cody, Chairman of the Revenue
Commissioners, (the Irish Tax and Customs administration) to the TAXE
Committee, European Parliament on 28 May 2015, Dublin’, accessed 1
November 2017, https://www.revenue.ie/en/corporate/press-office/
speeches/2015/taxe-committee-chairman-opening-statement-2015.aspx
European Commission, ‘Commission Decision of 30.8.2016 On State Aid
SA.38373 (2014/C) (ex 2014/NN) (ex 2014/CP) implemented by Ireland to
Apple’, 30 August 2017, accessed 12 October 2017, http://ec.europa.eu/
competition/state_aid/cases/253200/253200_1851004_674_2.pdf
European Commission, ‘Commission Decision of 30.8.2016 On State Aid
SA.38373 (2014/C) (ex 2014/NN) (ex 2014/CP) implemented by Ireland to
Apple’, 30 August 2017, accessed 12 October 2017, http://ec.europa.eu/
competition/state_aid/cases/253200/253200_1851004_674_2.pdf
Revenue, ‘Bilateral Advance Pricing Agreement Guidelines ’, September
2016, accessed 1 November 2017, https://www.revenue.ie/en/companies-and-charities/documents/apa-programme-guidelines.pdf
Revenue, ‘Bilateral Advance Pricing Agreement Guidelines ’, September
2016, accessed 1 November 2017, https://www.revenue.ie/en/companies-and-charities/documents/apa-programme-guidelines.pdf
See European Commission, ‘Statistics on APAs in the EU at the End of
2015’, 20 October 2016, accessed 25 October 2017, https://ec.europa.eu/
taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/jtpf0152016enapa.pdf
See chapter 5.9 on ‘Ensuring truly global decision-making’
Irish Aid response to questionnaire.
Pier Carlo Padoan, ‘Padoan: un freno al debito, ma ora pensiamo a
crescita e occupazione’, La Stampa Economia, 17 January 2017, accessed
31 October 2017, www.lastampa.it/2017/01/17/economia/padoan-un-freno-al-debito-ma-ora-pensiamo-a-crescita-e-occupazione-TutfDDIh5acqJXHrfYFMiL/pagina.html
In 2015, the most recently available data, Italy ranked 5th among the 35
OECD countries with a 43.3 per cent tax-to-GDP ratio, 9 percentage points
above the OECD average. OECD, ‘Revenue statistics 2016 – Italy’, 2016,
accessed 31 October 2017, www.oecd.org/tax/revenue-statistics-italy.pdf
According to the latest data available. Ministero Dell’ Economia e delle Finanze, ‘Rapporto sui risultati conseguiti in materia di misure di contrasto
all’evasione fiscale e contributiva’, accessed 31 October 2017, www.mef.
gov.it/inevidenza/documenti/Rapporto_evasione_2017.pdf
European Commission, ‘VAT gap: EU countries lose €152 billion in 2015,
showing urgent need for VAT reform’, 28 September 2017, accessed 31
October 2017, http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-17-3441_en.htm
According to a poll commissioned by Oxfam Italy by Istituto Demopolis and
carried out in October 2016. Oxfam, ‘La percezione della disuguaglianza
in Italia’, 10 November 2016, accessed 31 October 2017, www.oxfamitalia.
org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/Risultati-Sondaggio-Demopolis_
OXFAM.pdf/
Vincenzo Visco, ‘L’evasione? E’ un problema politico, il discrimine tra
destra e sinistra’, Nuova Economia Nuova Societa, October 2017, accessed
31 October 2017, www.nens.it/archivio/interventi/levasione-e-un-problema-politico-il-discrimine-tra-destra-e-sinistra

162 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

861 The controls have halved in 2016 compared to 2015. Corte dei Conti,
‘Relazione sul Rendiconto dello Stato 2016’, 27 June 2017, accessed 31
October 2017, www.corteconti.it/export/sites/portalecdc/_documenti/
controllo/sezioni_riunite/sezioni_riunite_in_sede_di_controllo/2017/parifica_2016_volume_I_2016.pdf , p.59.
862 Mark Scott, ‘Google Agrees to Pay Italy $334 Million in Back Taxes’, The
New York Times, 4 May 2017, accessed 14 November 2017, www.nytimes.
com/2017/05/04/technology/google-italy-tax.html
863 FT, ‘Apple agrees to pay €318m fine to close Italian tax case’, 30 December
2015, accessed 31 October 2017, www.ft.com/content/a38fa412-aef311e5-b955-1a1d298b6250
864 See table 6 in chapter 5.1.2 on ‘’Tax Sudoku’ – the OECD’s BEPS Convention’
865 The Organized Crime and Corruption Reporting Project, ‘The Russian
Laundromat Exposed’, 20 March 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, https://
www.occrp.org/en/laundromat/the-russian-laundromat-exposed/ ; see
also figure 5 in chapter 5.8.4 on ‘Hidden ownership’
866 Council of the European Union, ‘Economic and Financial Affairs Council –
Public session’, 23 May 2017, accessed 3 August 2017, https://video.consilium.europa.eu/en/webcast/044d6f5d-a5ee-49e3-9d07-e7890b4103bb
867 Ministero dell’Economia e delle Finanze, ‘Parte il programma pilota “Africa
Academy for Tax and Financial Crime Investigation” Accordo Germania-Italia-Kenya-Ocse’, 17 June 2017, accessed 31 October 2017, www.mef.gov.
it/inevidenza/article_0293.html
868 See also chapter 5.7.1 on ‘The Addis Tax Initiative’
869 Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf , p.A25
870 See below under ‘Taxation’
871 Meeting between Italian civil society organisations and the Italian Ministry
of Finance, 13 October 2017.
872 Meeting between Italian civil society organisations and the Italian Ministry
of Finance, 13 October 2017.
873 See chapter 5.8.3 on ‘Allowing citizens to know what multinationals pay in
taxes’
874 Gazzetta Ufficiale della Repubblica Italiana, ‘Ministero Dell’Economia e
Delle Finanze – Decreto 23 Febbraio 2017’, 23 February 2017, accessed 31
October 2017, www.gazzettaufficiale.it/eli/id/2017/03/08/17A01733/sg.
875 Gazzetta Ufficiale della Repubblica Italiana, ‘Decreto Legislativo 25 Maggio
2017, n. 90’, 25 May 2017, accessed 31 October 2017, www.gazzettaufficiale.it/eli/id/2017/06/19/17G00104/sg
876 Transparency International EU, ‘Under the shell: Ending Money Laundering in Europe’, 2017, accessed 31 October 2017, www.transparency.cz/
wp-content/uploads/UNDER-THE-SHELL-Ending-Money-Laundering-inEurope-2017.pdf , p. 18.
877 Oxfam Italy, Re:Common, Transparency International Italy, ‘Parere sul
decreto di recepimento nell’ordinamento italiano della direttiva (UE)
2015/849 in discussione (a partire dal 16.02.2017) delle Commissioni
riunite II e VI della Camera dei Deputati’, 13 March 2017, accessed 31
October 2017, www.oxfamitalia.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/04/Parere-su-A.C.-389-Oxfam-Italia-ReCommon-TI-Italia.pdf
878 Camera dei Deputati, ‘Bollettino delle Giunte e delle Commissioni Parlamentari: Commissioni Riunite (II e VI)’, 4 May 2017, accessed 31 October
2017, www.camera.it/leg17/824?tipo=A&anno=2017&mese=05&giorno=04&view=&commissione=0206#data.20170504.com0206.allegati.
all00020
879 Camera dei Deputati, ‘Bollettino delle Giunte e delle Commissioni Parlamentari: Commissioni Riunite (II e VI)’, 4 May 2017, accessed 31 October
2017, www.camera.it/leg17/824?tipo=A&anno=2017&mese=05&giorno=04&view=&commissione=0206#data.20170504.com0206.allegati.
all00020
880 Meeting between Italian civil society organisations and Italian treasury
officials, 18 May 2017.
881 See table 4 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
882 See figure 3 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
883 ActionAid, ‘Mistreated’, February 2016, accessed 13 October 2017, http://
www.actionaid.org/sites/files/actionaid/actionaid_-_mistreated_tax_
treaties_report_-_feb_2016.pdf

References

884 OECD, ‘Signatories and Parties to the Multilateral Convention to Implement
Tax Treaty Related Measures to Prevent Base Erosion and Profit Shifting’,
17 August 2017, accessed 25 September 2017, http://www.oecd.org/tax/
treaties/beps-mli-signatories-and-parties.pdf
885 Gazzetta Ufficiale della Repubblica Italiana, ‘Testo Coordinato del Decreto-Legge 24 Aprile 2017, n.50’, 24 April 2017, accessed 31 October 2017,
www.gazzettaufficiale.it/eli/id/2017/06/23/17A04320/sg ; for more information about the Modified Nexus Approach, see chapter 4.3 on ‘Patent
boxes’.
886 Ministero dello sviluppo economico, ‘Decreto interministeriale 30 luglio
2015 – Patent Box’, 30 July 2017, accessed 31 October 2017, www.
sviluppoeconomico.gov.it/index.php/it/normativa/decreti-interministeriali/2033404-decreto-interministeriale-30-luglio-2015-patent-box
887 Senato della Repubblica, ‘Disposizioni Urgenti in Materia Finanziaria, Iniziative a Favore Degli Enti Territoriali, Ulteriori Interventi per le Zone Colpite da Eventi Sismici e Misure per lo Sviluppo’, accessed 31 October 2017,
www.senato.it/application/xmanager/projects/leg17/attachments/documento_evento_procedura_commissione/files/000/005/157/A.S._2853_-_
Relazione_tecnica_e_allegato_3.pdf
888 Gazzetta Ufficiale della Repubblica Italiana, ‘Bilancio di previsione dello
Stato per l’anno finanziario 2017 e bilancio pluriennale per il triennio
2017-2019’, 11 December 2016, accessed 31 October 2017, http://www.
gazzettaufficiale.it/eli/id/2016/12/21/16G00242/sg
889 European Parliament, ‘Joint answer given by Mr Moscovici on behalf of the
Commission’, 15 June 2017, accessed 31 October 2017, www.europarl.europa.eu/sides/getAllAnswers.do?reference=E-2017-001841&language=EN
890 In 2007, the corporate income tax rate in Italy was 33 per cent. By 2017,
it had been reduced to 24 per cent. See OECD.Stat, ‘Table II.1. Statutory
corporate income tax rate’, website, accessed 1 November 2017, http://
stats.oecd.org/index.aspx?DataSetCode=TABLE_II1
891 Tax-News, ‘Italy Eyes 24 Percent Corporate Tax Rate’, 30 July 2015,
accessed 31 October 2017, www.tax-news.com/news/Italy_Eyes_24_Percent_Corporate_Tax_Rate____68741.html
892 ItaliaOggi, ‘Dal 1° gennaio l’Ires va al 24%’, 20 December 2016, accessed 31 October 2017, www.italiaoggi.it/news/dettaglio_news.
asp?id=201612192042116357&chkAgenzie=ITALIAOGGI&titolo=Dal%20
1%C2%B0%20gennaio%20l%E2%80%99Ires%20va%20al%2024% ; see
also table 1 in chapter 2 on ‘The race to the bottom’.
893 LaRepubblica.it, ‘I giganti del web beffano le tasse: ricchi nel mondo, poveri in Italia’, 7 September 2017, accessed 31 October 2017, www.repubblica.
it/economia/2017/09/07/news/i_giganti_del_web_beffano_le_tasse_ricchi_nel_mondo_poveri_in_italia-174805494/
894 Paul Tang, Henri Bussink, ‘EU Tax Revenue Loss from Google and Facebook’, September 2017, accessed 31 October 2017, https://paultang.pvda.
nl/wp-content/uploads/sites/424/2017/09/EU-Tax-Revenue-Loss-fromGoogle-and-Facebook.pdf
895 G7 2017 Italia, ‘Communique – G7 Finance Ministers and Central Banks’
Governors Meeting, Bari, Italy, May 12-13, 2017’, accessed 31 October 2017,
http://www.mef.gov.it/modules/links/g7/G7_FMxCBG_-_Bari_Communiqux.pdf
896 French Ministry of Finance, German Ministry of Finance, Italian Ministry
of Finance, Spanish Ministry of Finance, ‘Political statement – Joint
initiative on the taxation of companies operating in the digital economy’, 17
September 2017, accessed 31 October 2017, www.mef.gov.it/inevidenza/
banner/170907_joint_initiative_digital_taxation.pdf
897 Eurodad et al., ’50 Shades of Tax Dodging’, November 2015, accessed 14
November 2017, http://www.eurodad.org/files/pdf/1546494-fifty-shadesof-tax-dodging-the-eu-s-role-in-supporting-an-unjust-global-tax-system.
pdf
898 FraudOff, ‘Latvian residents are invited to participate in the anti-fraud
movement #FraudOff’, 30 March 2017, accessed 27 September 2017,
https://ec.europa.eu/anti-fraud/sites/antifraud/files/31032017_latvian_fraud_off_campaign_en.pdf
899 European Commission, ‘Taxation Trends in the European Union’, 2017 edition, 2017, accessed 1 November 2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/taxation_trends_report_2017.pdf
900 Eurostat, ‘Gini coefficient of equivalised disposable income – EU-SILC
survey [ilc_di12]’, updated 29 September 2017, accessed 27 September
2017, http://appsso.eurostat.ec.europa.eu/nui/submitViewTableAction.do
901 Ir.lv, ‘Pētījums: Ēnu ekonomikas īpatsvars Latvijā turpina samazināties’,

902

903

904

905

906

907

908

909

910

911

912
913
914
915
916
917
918
919
920

921

922

923
924

925

10 May 2017, accessed 30 August 2017, www.irlv.lv/2017/5/10/petijums-enu-ekonomikas-ipatsvars-latvija-turpina-samazinaties
State Revenue Service, ‘Informācija par rezidentu kontiem ārvalstīs sekmēs godīgu konkurenci’, 31 May 2017, accessed 30 August 2017, www.vid.
gov.lv/lv/vid-informacija-par-rezidentu-kontiem-arvalstis-sekmes-godigu-konkurenci
Ministry of Finance, ‘Latvian residents are invited to participate in the
anti-fraud movement “fraudOff!”’, 30 March 2017, accessed 30 August
2017; www.fm.gov.lv/en/news/54634-latvian-residents-are-invited-toparticipate-in-the-anti-fraud-movement-fraudoff
Campaign page Atkrapies.lv, ‘Prokuratūra pie kriminālatbidības saukusi
oranizētu grupu, kas, izmantojot kādu būvniecības uzņēmumu, izvairījās
no PVN nomaksas vairāk nekā 826 tukstošu eiro apmērā’, 2 August 2017,
accessed 30 August 2017, http://atkrapies.lv/prokuratura-pie-kriminalatbildibas-saukusi-organizetu-grupu-kas-izmantojot-kadu-buvniecibas-uznemumu-izvairijas-no-pvn-nomaksas-vairak-neka-826-tukstosu-eiro-apmera/
Likumi, ‘Grozījumi Noziedzīgi iegūtu līdzekļu legalizācijas un terorisma finansēšanas novēršanas likumā’, 26 October 2017, accessed 13 November
2017, https://likumi.lv/ta/id/294868-grozijumi-noziedzigi-iegutu-lidzeklu-legalizacijas-un-terorisma-finansesanas-noversanas-likuma
The Organized Crime and Corruption Reporting Project, ‘The Russian
Laundromat Exposed’, 20 March 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, https://
www.occrp.org/en/laundromat/the-russian-laundromat-exposed/
See The Baltic Course, ‘Court declares Trasta Komercbanka insolvent’,
10 March 2017, accessed 13 November 2017, http://www.baltic-course.
com/eng/finances/?doc=128192 and Likvidējamā Trasta komercbanka,
‘Ir pasludināts LAS “TRASTA KOMERCBANKA” maksātnespējas process’,
website, accessed 13 November 2017, http://www.tkb.lv/
The Baltic Times, ‘Rietumu Banka hit with heavy fine over laundering
scheme in France’, 7 June 2017, accessed 30 August 2017, https://www.
baltictimes.com/rietumu_banka_hit_with_heavy_fine_over_laundering_scheme_in_france/
Rietumu Banka, ‘Rietumu Banka will appeal French court decision’, 6
July 2017, accessed 13 November 2017, https://www.rietumu.com/
press?OpenDocument&nid=F5E617045C5E85FBC225815500508AFB&sub=
Lsm.lv , ‘Two Latvians mentioned in “Panama Papers”’, 11 August 2016,
accessed 30 August 2017, http://eng.lsm.lv/article/society/society/
two-latvian-officials-mentioned-in-panama-papers.a195785/
Lelde Petrāne, Dienas Bizness, ‘Aprēķini: trūcīgās mājsaimniecības
no nodokļu reformas iegūs maz, bet turīgākie faktiski neko nezaudēs’,
22 August 2017, accessed 30 August 2017; www.db.lv/finanses/nodokli/aprekini-trucigas-majsaimniecibas-no-nodoklu-reformas-iegus-maz-bet-turigakie-faktiski-neko-nezaudes-465684
See below under ‘Tax rate’
Government of Latvia, response to the questionnaire.
Government of Latvia, response to the questionnaire.
Government of Latvia, response to the questionnaire.
Government of Latvia, response to the questionnaire.
Government of Latvia, response to the questionnaire.
Government of Latvia, response to the questionnaire.
Government of Latvia, response to the questionnaire.
Change of Direction, ‘“Whistleblower protection in Latvia’”, accessed 27
September 2017, https://www.changeofdirection.eu/assets/briefings/
EU%20briefing%20paper%20-%20Latvia%20-%20english.pdf.;
LTV Panorama, 14 May, 2017, accessed 26 August 2017, ‘Trauksmes
cēlēju aizsardzība iestrēgusi Saeimas atvilktnēs’, www.youtube.com/
watch?v=aKWJNVcKBr8
LTV Panorama, 14 May, 2017, accessed 26 August 2017, ‘Trauksmes
cēlēju aizsardzība iestrēgusi Saeimas atvilktnēs’, www.youtube.com/
watch?v=aKWJNVcKBr8
Government of Latvia, response to the questionnaire.
Likumi, ‘Grozījumi Noziedzīgi iegūtu līdzekļu legalizācijas un terorisma finansēšanas novēršanas likumā’, adopted by the parliament on 26 October
2016, accessed 13 November 2017, https://likumi.lv/ta/id/294868-grozijumi-noziedzigi-iegutu-lidzeklu-legalizacijas-un-terorisma-finansesanas-noversanas-likuma
Likumi, ‘Noziedzīgi iegūtu līdzekļu legalizācijas un terorisma finansēšanas
novēršanas likums’, last revised on 26 October 2017, accessed 13 Novem-

Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom • 163

References

ber 2017, https://likumi.lv/doc.php?id=178987
926 Government of Latvia, response to the questionnaire.
927 Likumi, ‘Noziedzīgi iegūtu līdzekļu legalizācijas un terorisma finansēšanas
novēršanas likums’, last revised on 26 October 2017, accessed 13 November 2017, https://likumi.lv/doc.php?id=178987
928 Government of Latvia, response to the questionnaire.
929 See table 4 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
930 See figure 3 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
931 Government of Latvia, response to the questionnaire.
932 Government of Latvia, response to the questionnaire.
933 Government of Latvia, response to the questionnaire.
934 Latvia Investment and Development Agency, ‘Tax incentives’, accessed 30
August 2017, www.liaa.gov.lv/en/invest-latvia/investor-business-guide/
incentives-investors/tax-incentives
935 Likumi, ‘Uzņēmumu ienākuma nodokļa likums’, adopted by the parliament on 28 July 2017, accessed 13 November 2017, https://likumi.lv/doc.
php?id=292700
936 Likumi, ‘Uzņēmumu ienākuma nodokļa likums’, adopted by the parliament on 28 July 2017, accessed 13 November 2017, https://likumi.lv/doc.
php?id=292700
937 Tax and Money Havens, ‘0% Corporate Tax in the European Union? Yes. In
Estonia.’, 25 November 2014, accessed 13 November 2017, https://taxmoneyhavens.com/2014/11/25/0-corporate-tax-in-the-european-unionyes-in-estonia/
938 Anita Balakrishnan, ‘Apple cash pile hits new record of $261.5 billion’,
CNBC, 1 August 2017, accessed 25 October 2017, https://www.cnbc.
com/2017/08/01/apple-earnings-q2-2017-how-much-cash-does-applehave.html
939 Tvnet, “Reizniece-Ozola: Nodokļu reformas fiskālā ietekme nākamgad būs
pozitīva”, July 6, 2017, accessed 16 November 2017; http://www.tvnet.lv/
financenet/viedokli/667705-reizniece_ozola_nodoklu_reformas_fiskala_ietekme_nakamgad_bus_pozitiva_284_miljoni
940 Government of Latvia, response to the questionnaire.
941 European Commission, ‘Statistics on APAs in the EU at the End of 2015’,
20 October 2016, accessed 25 October 2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/jtpf0152016enapa.pdf
942 Government of Latvia, response to the questionnaire.
943 Government of Latvia, response to the questionnaire.
944 Nikolaj Nielsen, ‘Luxembourg not a tax haven, claims PM’, EU Observer,
28 June 2017, accessed 17 August 2017, https://euobserver.com/justice/138368
945 Margot Williams, Edouard Perrin, Emilia Díaz-Struck, Delphine Reuter,
Frédéric Zalac, Harvey Cashore, Lars Bové, Kristof Clerix, Julia Stein,
Titus Plattner, Mario Stäuble, Minna Knus-Galán, Matthew Caruana
Galizia, Rigoberto Carvajal, Christoph Lütgertand Neil Chenoweth, ‘Leaked
Documents Expose Global Companies’ Secret Tax Deals in Luxembourg’,
International Consortium of Investigative Journalists, November
2014, https://www.icij.org/investigations/luxembourg-leaks/leakeddocuments-expose-global-companies-secret-tax-deals-luxembourg/
946 Comité de soutien à Antoine Deltour, ’LuxLeaks verdict: A mixed feeling’,
16 March 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://support-antoine.org/
en/blog/2017/03/16/luxleaks-verdict/
947 Comité de soutien à Antoine Deltour, ‘LuxLeaks appeal trial’, 2 October
2016, accessed 17 November 2017, https://support-antoine.org/en/
blog/2016/10/02/appeal-dates/
948 Comité de soutien à Antoine Deltour, ’LuxLeaks verdict: A mixed feeling’,
16 March 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://support-antoine.org/
en/blog/2017/03/16/luxleaks-verdict/
949 Eric Maurice, ‘LuxLeaks whistleblowers sentenced again’, EU Observer,
15 March 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://euobserver.com/
justice/137256
950 Comité de soutien à Antoine Deltour, ’LuxLeaks verdict: A mixed feeling’,
16 March 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://support-antoine.org/
en/blog/2017/03/16/luxleaks-verdict/
951 Eric Maurice, ‘LuxLeaks whistleblowers sentenced again’, EU Observer,
15 March 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://euobserver.com/
justice/137256
952 Eric Maurice, ‘LuxLeaks whistleblowers sentenced again’, EU Observer,

164 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

953

954

955

956

957

958

959

960

961

962

963

964

965

966

967

968

15 March 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://euobserver.com/
justice/137256
Comité de soutien à Antoine Deltour, ‘Appeal to higher court, an ongoing
process’, 20 July 2017, https://support-antoine.org/en/blog/2017/06/07/
pourvoi-cassation/
Comité de soutien à Antoine Deltour, ‘LuxLeaks Trial: hearing before the
Court of Cassation’, 23 November 2017, accessed 25 November 2017,
https://support-antoine.org/en/blog/2017/11/23/cassation/
See Comité de soutien à Antoine Deltour, ‘LuxLeaks Trial: hearing before
the Court of Cassation’, 23 November 2017, accessed 25 November 2017,
https://support-antoine.org/en/blog/2017/11/23/cassation/ ; Eurodad,
‘Campaigners from 20 countries will travel to Luxembourg to support
LuxLeaks ‘heroes’’, 9 December 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, http://
www.eurodad.org/Luxembourg_LuxLeaks ; and Greens – European Free
Alliance, ‘Convictions show the need for urgent EU protection of whistleblowers’, 15 March 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.
greens-efa.eu/en/article/press/convictions-show-the-need-for-urgenteu-protection-of-whistleblowers/
European Commission, ‘State aid SA.38944 (2014/C) – Luxembourg
Alleged aid to Amazon by way of a tax ruling’, 7 October 2014, accessed
12 October 2017, http://ec.europa.eu/competition/state_aid/cases/254685/254685_1614265_70_2.pdf
European Commission, ‘State Aid: Commission finds Luxembourg gave
illegal tax benefits to Amazon worth around €250 million’, 4 October 2017,
accessed 30 October 2017, http://europa.eu/rapid/press-release_IP-173701_en.htm
Arjun Kharpal and Silvia Amaro, ‘Amazon is ordered to pay nearly $300
million by EU over ‘illegal tax advantage’’, CNBC, 4 October 2017, accessed
17 November 2017, https://www.cnbc.com/2017/10/04/amazon-eutax-bill-luxembourg-deal.html?view=story&%24DEVICE%24=native-android-tablet
European Commission, ‘Commission decided selective tax advantages for
Fiat in Luxembourg and Starbucks in the Netherlands are illegal under EU
state aid rules’, 21 October 2015, accessed 17 August 2017, http://europa.
eu/rapid/press-release_IP-15-5880_en.htm.
European Commission, ‘SA.38375 State aid which Luxembourg granted to
Fiat’, accessed 17 August 2017, http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/
isef/case_details.cfm?proc_code=3_SA_38375
European Commission, ‘SA.38945 Alleged aid to Mc Donald’s – Luxembourg’, 20 June 2014, accessed 17 November 2017, http://ec.europa.eu/
competition/elojade/isef/case_details.cfm?proc_code=3_SA_38945
European Commission, ‘SA.44888 Potential aid to GDF Suez’, 17 March
2016, accessed 17 November 2017, http://ec.europa.eu/competition/elojade/isef/case_details.cfm?proc_code=3_SA_44888
European Commission, ‘State aid: Commission opens in-depth investigation into Luxembourg’s tax treatment of GDF Suez (now Engie)’, 19
September 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, http://europa.eu/rapid/
press-release_IP-16-3085_en.htm
Associated Press, ‘EU probes Luxembourg’s tax treatment of France’s
Engie’, 19 September 2016, accessed 17 August 2017, https://apnews.
com/13e972e827be41f687344bc33cfad48c/eu-probes-luxembourgs-taxtreatment-frances-engie
Javier Garcia-Bernardo, Jan Fichtner, Frank W. Takes and Eelke M.
Heemskerk, ‘Uncovering Offshore Financial Centers: Conduits and Sinks in
the Global Corporate Ownership Network’, Nature, 24 July 2017, accessed
19 September, https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-017-06322-9
Javier Garcia-Bernardo, Jan Fichtner, Frank W. Takes and Eelke M.
Heemskerk, ‘Uncovering Offshore Financial Centers: Conduits and Sinks
in the Global Corporate Ownership Network’, Supplementary note, 24 July
2017, accessed 19 September, https://static-content.springer.com/esm/ar
t%3A10.1038%2Fs41598-017-06322-9/MediaObjects/41598_2017_6322_
MOESM1_ESM.pdf
Simon Bowers, ‘Jean-Claude Juncker blocked EU curbs on tax avoidance,
cables show’, The Guardian, 1 January 2017, accessed 13 June 2017,
https://www.theguardian.com/business/2017/jan/01/jean-claude-juncker-blocked-eu-curbs-on-tax-avoidance-cables-show
European Parliament, ‘Reasoned opinion by the Luxembourg Chamber of
Representatives on the proposal for a Council directive on a Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base’, 13 January 2017, accessed 17 August 2017,
www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/docs_autres_institutions/parlements_

References

nationaux/com/2016/0685/LU_CHAMBER_AVIS-COM(2016)0685_EN.pdf
969 European Parliament, ‘Reasoned opinion by the Luxembourg Chamber of
Representatives on the proposal for a Council directive on a Common Consolidated Corporate Tax Base’, 13 January 2017, accessed 17 August 2017,
http://www.europarl.europa.eu/RegData/docs_autres_institutions/parlements_nationaux/com/2016/0685/LU_CHAMBER_AVIS-COM(2016)0685_
EN.pdf
970 Council of the European Union, ‘Economic and Financial Affairs Council –
Public session’, 23 May 2017, accessed 3 August 2017, https://video.consilium.europa.eu/en/webcast/044d6f5d-a5ee-49e3-9d07-e7890b4103bb
971 Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf
972 Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf , p.A27.
973 Camille Frati, ‘Le reporting public pays par pays “pas pertinent”’, Paperjam, 19 December 2016, accessed 17 August 2017, http://paperjam.lu/
news/le-reporting-public-pays-par-pays-pas-pertinent
974 Camille Frati, ‘Le reporting public pays par pays “pas pertinent”’, Paperjam, 19 December 2016, accessed 17 August 2017, http://paperjam.lu/
news/le-reporting-public-pays-par-pays-pas-pertinent
975 See chapter 5.8.3 on ‘Allowing citizens to know what multinationals pay in
taxes’
976 Camille Frati, ‘Le reporting public pays par pays “pas pertinent”’, Paperjam, 19 December 2016, accessed 17 August 2017, http://paperjam.lu/
news/le-reporting-public-pays-par-pays-pas-pertinent
977 Moh Hamdi, ‘LuxLeaks court case against two whistleblowers and a journalist’, openDemocracy, 9 May 2017, accessed on 17 August 2017, https://
www.opendemocracy.net/can-europe-make-it/moh-hamdi/luxleakscourt-case-against-two-whistleblowers-and-journalist
978 Simon Bowers, ‘Former PwC employees face trial over role in LuxLeaks
scandal’, The Guardian, 24 April 2016, accessed 17 August 2017, www.
theguardian.com/world/2016/apr/24/luxleaks-antoine-deltour-luxembourg-tax-avoidance-pricewaterhousecoopers-trial
979 Comité de soutien à Antoine Deltour, ’LuxLeaks verdict: A mixed feeling’,
16 March 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://support-antoine.org/
en/blog/2017/03/16/luxleaks-verdict/
980 Ben Schumann, ‘Usual suspects? Co-conspirators in the business of tax
dodging’, Greens/EFA, 23 January 2017, accessed 17 August 2017, www.
greens-efa.eu/files/doc/docs/d6bd745c6d08df3856eb6d49ebd9fe58.pdf ,
p.13.
981 Chambre des Députés Grand-Duché de Luxembourg, ‘7128, Projet de loi
portant 1. transposition des dispositions de la directive (UE) 2015/849 du
Parlement européen et du Conseil du 20 mai 2015 relative à la prévention
de l’utilisation du système financier aux fins du blanchiment de capitaux
ou du financement du terrorisme, modifiant le règlement (UE) n° 648/2012
du Parlement européen et du Conseil et abrogeant la directive 2005/60/
CE du Parlement européen et du Conseil et la directive 2006/70/CE de
la Commission ayant trait aux obligations professionnelles en matière
de lutte contre le blanchiment et contre le financement du terrorisme et
aux pouvoirs des autorités de contrôle ; 2. mise en oeuvre du règlement
(UE) 2015/ 847 du Parlement européen et du Conseil du 20 mai 2015 sur
les informations accompagnant les transferts de fonds et abrogeant le
règlement (CE) n° 1781/2006’, 26 April 2017, accessed 17 November 2017,
http://www.chd.lu/wps/portal/public/Accueil/TravailALaChambre/Recherche/RoleDesAffaires?action=doDocpaDetails&backto=/wps/portal/
public/Accueil/Actualite&id=7128
982 Dentons, ‘Luxembourg Introduces a Bill of Law to Implement the 4th
Anti-Money Laundering and Terrorist Financing Directive’, 4 May 2017,
accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.dentons.com/en/insights/
alerts/2017/may/4/english-version-of-luxembourg-bill-of-law-implementing-4th-aml-directive
983 Financial Times, ‘EU wars on failure to apply money laundering rules’,
23 July 2017, accessed 17 August 2017, https://www.ft.com/content/3ea2f836-6f92-11e7-aca6-c6bd07df1a3c
984 Chambre des Deputes, ‘No 7128’, 25 May 2017, accessed 17 November
2017, http://www.chd.lu/wps/portal/public/Accueil/TravailALaChambre/
Recherche/RoleDesAffaires/!ut/p/z1/lZBNb4JAEIZ_iweOZcZZRe1t_dqATY0QEOfSQIorKWUN0hL_fY16qE1D69xm8jxvJi8wxMBl8pnrpM5NmRSnf-

985

986
987
988

989

990

991

992

993

994

995

996

997

998

999

1000

1001

1002

cPOC-E8iuakpB8SoVT9KPBdR-CiC-szgDcjcezTWCCqJQHf739P-p_fAnB7_
Br4jExpGvluj3A4GRG6avW0mHT7qALxE1CDVQ_Jm3mDMHgWauRcgbYO_vrCA9aFSS-FyzIVQw1cZdusyir7ozqdd3W9PzxaaGHTNLY2RheZ_fpm4W_GzhxqiG9A2L-HYYy5-8DpsZGdzhdwtrDs/# , p.6.
Chambre des Deputes, ‘No 7128’, 25 May 2017, accessed 17 November
2017, http://www.chd.lu/wps/portal/public/Accueil/TravailALaChambre/
Recherche/RoleDesAffaires/!ut/p/z1/lZBNb4JAEIZ_iweOZcZZRe1t_dqATY0QEOfSQIorKWUN0hL_fY16qE1D69xm8jxvJi8wxMBl8pnrpM5NmRSnfcPOC-E8iuakpB8SoVT9KPBdR-CiC-szgDcjcezTWCCqJQHf739P-p_fAnB7_
Br4jExpGvluj3A4GRG6avW0mHT7qALxE1CDVQ_Jm3mDMHgWauRcgbYO_vrCA9aFSS-FyzIVQw1cZdusyir7ozqdd3W9PzxaaGHTNLY2RheZ_fpm4W_GzhxqiG9A2L-HYYy5-8DpsZGdzhdwtrDs/# , p.6.
See table 4 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
See figure 3 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
Eurodad, ‘Survival of the Richest: Europe’s role in supporting an unjust
global tax system 2016’, December 2016, accessed 2 November 2017,
http://eurodad.org/files/pdf/1546667-survival-of-the-richest.pdf , p.79.
OECD, ‘Signatories and Parties to the Multilateral Convention to Implement
Tax Treaty Related Measures to Prevent Base Erosion and Profit Shifting’,
17 August 2017, accessed 25 September 2017, http://www.oecd.org/tax/
treaties/beps-mli-signatories-and-parties.pdf
Financial Times, ‘Luxembourg expects more companies to leave over tax
scrutiny’, 5 February 2017, accessed 17 August 2017, https://www.ft.com/
content/333e5616-ea40-11e6-893c-082c54a7f539
KPMG, ‘Luxembourg: Patent box regime announced for 2018’, 28 April
2017, accessed 17 August 2017, https://home.kpmg.com/xx/en/home/insights/2017/04/tnf-luxembourg-patent-box-regime-announced-for-2018.
html
Chambre des Députés Grand-Duché de Luxembourg, ‘7163, Projet de
loi relatif au régime fiscal de la propriété intellectuelle’, 4 August 2017,
accessed 17 November 2017, http://chd.lu/wps/portal/public/Accueil/
TravailALaChambre/Recherche/RoleDesAffaires?action=doDocpaDetails&id=7163&backto=p0/IZ7_28HHANET20F2A0A91N6L0M0CE3=CZ6_
D2DVRI420G7Q402JEJ7USN3851=M//%3E
KPMG, ‘Luxembourg Tax Alert 2017-14’, 10 August 2017, accessed 17
November 2017, https://home.kpmg.com/lu/en/home/insights/2017/08/
luxembourg-government-introduces-new-ip-regime.html
KPMG, ‘Luxembourg Tax Alert 2017-14’, 10 August 2017, accessed 17
November 2017, https://home.kpmg.com/lu/en/home/insights/2017/08/
luxembourg-government-introduces-new-ip-regime.html
KPMG, ‘Luxembourg Tax Alert 2017-14’, 10 August 2017, accessed 17
November 2017, https://home.kpmg.com/lu/en/home/insights/2017/08/
luxembourg-government-introduces-new-ip-regime.html
Geoffrey Scardoni, ‘Abolition of Luxembourg IP box regime’, DLA Piper,
5 November 2015, accessed 17 August 2017, www.dlapiper.com/en/uk/
insights/publications/2015/11/abolition-of-luxembourg-ip-box-regime/
EY, ‘Luxembourg’s Parliament adopts Law on tax reform 2017’, 19 December 2016, accessed 17 August 2017, www.ey.com/Publication/vwLUAssets/Luxembourgs_Parliament_adopts_Law_on_tax_reform_2017/$FILE/2016G_04432-161Gbl_LU%20Parliament%20adopts%20Law%20
on%20tax%20reform%202017%20-%20Review%20of%20corporate%20
tax%20measures.pdf
EY, ‘Luxembourg tax rulings 2.0’, March 2017, accessed 17 August
2017, http://www.ey.com/lu/en/newsroom/pr-activities/articles/article_201503_luxembourg-tax-rulings
EY, ‘Luxembourg tax rulings 2.0’, March 2017, accessed 17 August 2017,
www.ey.com/lu/en/newsroom/pr-activities/articles/article_201503_luxembourg-tax-rulings
EY, ‘Luxembourg tax rulings 2.0’, March 2017, accessed 17 August 2017,
www.ey.com/lu/en/newsroom/pr-activities/articles/article_201503_luxembourg-tax-rulings
Jan Bogaert, ‘New tax ruling procedure in Luxembourg, LexGo, 11 March
2015, accessed 17 August 2017, www.lexgo.lu/en/papers/tax-law/indirect-tax/new-tax-ruling-procedure-in-luxembourg,93640.html
See European Commission, ‘Statistics on APAs in the EU at the End of
2015’, 20 October 2016, accessed 25 October 2017, https://ec.europa.
eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/jtpf0152016enapa.pdf and
European Commission, ‘Statistics on APAs in the EU at the End of 2014’,

Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom • 165

References

1003

1004

1005

1006

1007

1008

1009

1010

1011

1012
1013

1014

1015

1016
1017
1018
1019

1020

22 October 2015, accessed 25 October 2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/resources/documents/taxation/company_tax/transfer_pricing/forum/jtpf0092015apastatistics2014.pdf
Eurodad et al., ‘Survival of the Richest: Europe’s role in supporting an unjust global tax system 2016’, December 2016, accessed 2 November 2017,
http://eurodad.org/files/pdf/1546667-survival-of-the-richest.pdf , p.79
VVD, CDA, D66 & ChristenUnie, ‘Vertrouwen in de toekomst’, 10 OCtober
2017, accessed 16 October 2017, www.kabinetsformatie2017.nl/documenten/publicaties/2017/10/10/regeerakkoord-vertrouwen-in-de-toekomst
Javier Garcia-Bernardo, Jan Fichtner, Frank W. Takes and Eelke M.
Heemskerk, ‘Uncovering Offshore Financial Centers: Conduits and Sinks in
the Global Corporate Ownership Network’, Nature, 24 July 2017, accessed
19 September, https://www.nature.com/articles/s41598-017-06322-9
According to the latest IMF data (from 2015): IMF, ‘Coordinated Direct
Investment Survey’, 12 December 2016, accessed 3 October 2017,
http://data.imf.org/?sk=40313609-F037-48C1-84B1-E1F1CE54D6D5&sId=1482249019300
European Parliament, ‘PANA Committee Meeting’, 11 July 2017, accessed
16 August 2017, http://web.ep.streamovations.be/index.php/event/
stream/170711-1400-committee-pana
Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal, ‘Brief van het Presidium over
een voorstel van de leden Groot en Grashoff voor een parlementaire
ondervraging naar fiscale constructies’, 6 October 2016, accessed 16 August 2017, www.tweedekamer.nl/kamerstukken/detail?id=2016Z18329&did=2016D37714
See e.g.: Tom Kreling, ‘Er wordt toch belasting betaald’, De Volkskrant, 10 June 2017, accessed 13 July 2017, www.volkskrant.nl/politiek/-er-wordt-toch-belasting-betaald~a4500218/ ; the report from the
hearings can be found at Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal, ‘Verslagen
van Openbare Verhoren’, Tweede Kamer, vergaderjaar 2016–2017, 34
566, nr. 4, accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.tweedekamer.nl/
downloads/document?id=5546bb26-c638-44dd-9fc4-eb17aa193d54&title=Verslagen%20van%20openbare%20verhoren.pdf
Financieele Dagblad, ‘Trust- en adviessector omzeilen fiscus met papieren
werkelijkheid’, 5 June 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://fd.nl/
economie-politiek/1209237/belastingadviseurs-misleiden-fiscus-met-papieren-werkelijkheid
Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal, ‘Brief van de Parlementaire
Ondervragingscommissie Fiscale Constructies’, Tweede Kamer, vergaderjaar 2016–2017, 34 566, nr. 3, 5 July 2017, accessed 17 November 2017,
https://zoek.officielebekendmakingen.nl/kst-34566-3.pdf
The Netherlands government, response to questionnaire, July 2017.
Council of the European Union, ‘Economic and Financial Affairs Council –
Public session’, 23 May 2017, accessed 3 August 2017, https://video.consilium.europa.eu/en/webcast/044d6f5d-a5ee-49e3-9d07-e7890b4103bb
De Minister voor Buitenlandse Handel en Ontwikkelingssamenwerking, ’
Betreft Actieplan en jaarrapportage Beleidscoherentie voor Ontwikkeling’,
13 June 2016, accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/
binaries/rijksoverheid/documenten/kamerstukken/2016/06/13/kamerbrief-over-actieplan-en-jaarrapportage-beleidscoherentie-voor-ontwikkeling/kamerbrief-over-actieplan-en-jaarrapportage-beleidscoherentie-voor-ontwikkeling.pdf
Minister for Foreign Trade and Development Cooperation, ‘Letter of 28
September 2017 from the Minister for Foreign Trade and Development
Cooperation to the President of the House of Representatives on the
Annual Report on Policy Coherence for Development (PCD)’, accessed 17
November 2017, file:///C:/Users/TMR/Downloads/bz.pdf
See also chapter 4.5.2 on ‘How to avoid harmful effects of tax treaties?’
See chapter 5.8.2 on ‘Secret exchange of information on multinationals
and tax’
See below under ‘taxation’ and chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing rights’
Minister for Foreign Trade and Development Cooperation, ‘Actieplan en
jaarrapportage Beleidscoherentie voor Ontwikkeling’, 13 June 2016, accessed 16 August 2017, https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/documenten/kamerstukken/2016/06/13/kamerbrief-over-actieplan-en-jaarrapportage-beleidscoherentie-voor-ontwikkeling , p.15.
Hernán Cortés Saenz and Tove Maria Ryding, ‘In whose benefit – a
different perspective on Tax Inspectors Without Borders’, Eurodad,
October 2016, accessed 17 November 2017, http://www.eurodad.org/files/

166 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

1021

1022

1023

1024

1025
1026

1027

1028

1029
1030

1031

1032

1033

1034

pdf/1546652-for-whose-benefit-a-different-perspective-on-tax-inspectors-without-borders.pdf
Minister for Foreign Trade and Development Cooperation, ‘Brief over belastingontwijking in Nederlandse partnerlanden’, 20 March 2017, accessed
16 August 2017, https://zoek.officielebekendmakingen.nl/kst-25087-149.
html
Profundo, ‘Tax avoidance by mining companies in developing countries’, 23
December 2016, accessed 16 August 2017, https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/
documenten/rapporten/2016/12/23/tax-avoidance-and-mining-report
Profundo, ‘Tax avoidance by mining companies in developing countries’, 23
December 2016, accessed 16 August 2017, https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/
documenten/rapporten/2016/12/23/tax-avoidance-and-mining-report
Minister for Foreign Trade and Development Cooperation, ‘Actieplan en
jaarrapportage Beleidscoherentie voor Ontwikkeling’, 13 June 2016, accessed 16 August 2017, https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/documenten/kamerstukken/2016/06/13/kamerbrief-over-actieplan-en-jaarrapportage-beleidscoherentie-voor-ontwikkeling , p.2.
See chapter 5.8.3 on ‘Allowing citizens to know what multinationals pay in
taxes’
Ministerie van Veiligheid en Justitie, ‘Onderwerp Motie Merkies over
country-by-country reporting’, 16 October 2016, accessed 17 November
2017, https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/binaries/rijksoverheid/documenten/
kamerstukken/2016/10/19/tk-motie-merkies-over-country-by-countryreporting/tk-motie-merkies-over-country-by-country-reporting.pdf
Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal, ‘VSO over de reactie op de motie
van het lid Merkies c.s. over volledige country-by-country reporting’, 23
February 2017, accessed 16 August 2017, https://zoek.officielebekendmakingen.nl/h-tk-20162017-57-6.html
VVD, CDA, D66 & ChristenUnie, ‘Vertrouwen in de toekomst’, 10 October
2017, accessed 16 October 2017, www.kabinetsformatie2017.nl/documenten/publicaties/2017/10/10/regeerakkoord-vertrouwen-in-de-toekomst ,
p.36.
See chapter 5.8.3 on ‘Allowing citizens to know what multinationals pay in
taxes’
Ministry of Economic Affairs, Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Security and
Justice, ‘Implementatiewet registratie uiteindelijk belanghebbenden’, 31
March 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.internetconsultatie.nl/implementatiewetregistratieuiteindelijkbelanghebbenden/details
Ministerie van Buitenlandse Zaken, ‘Betreft Stand van zaken implementatie richtlijnen in het derde kwartaal 2017’, 20 October 2017, accessed
17 November 2017, https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/binaries/rijksoverheid/
documenten/kamerstukken/2017/10/20/kamerbrief-over-stand-van-zaken-implementatie-eu-richtlijnen-derde-kwartaal-2017/kamerbrief-over-stand-van-zaken-implementatie-eu-richtlijnen-derde-kwartaal-2017.pdf
Ministry of Economic Affairs, Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Security and Justice, ‘Wijziging van de Handelsregisterwet 2007, de Wet ter
voorkoming van witwassen en financieren van terrorisme en de Wet op
de economische delicten in verband met de registratie van uiteindelijk
belanghebbenden ter implementatie van de vierde anti-witwasrichtlijn
(Implementatiewet registratie uiteindelijk belanghebbenden). Memorie
van toelichting’, 31 March 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.
internetconsultatie.nl/implementatiewetregistratieuiteindelijkbelanghebbenden/document/2793
See Cees-Frans Greeven, ‘Introduction of a central UBO register in the
Netherlands’, Buren, 14 April 2017, accessed 5 September 2017, www.
burenlegal.com/en/news/introduction-central-ubo-register-netherlands
; see also Ministry of Economic Affairs, Ministry of Finance, Ministry of
Security and Justice, ‘Wijziging van de Handelsregisterwet 2007, de Wet
ter voorkoming van witwassen en financieren van terrorisme en de Wet
op de economische delicten in verband met de registratie van uiteindelijk
belanghebbenden ter implementatie van de vierde anti-witwasrichtlijn
(Implementatiewet registratie uiteindelijk belanghebbenden). Memorie
van toelichting’, 31 March 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.
internetconsultatie.nl/implementatiewetregistratieuiteindelijkbelanghebbenden/document/2793
Ministry of Economic Affairs, Ministry of Finance, Ministry of Security and Justice, ‘Wijziging van de Handelsregisterwet 2007, de Wet ter
voorkoming van witwassen en financieren van terrorisme en de Wet op
de economische delicten in verband met de registratie van uiteindelijk

References

1035
1036
1037

1038
1039
1040
1041
1042

1043

1044

1045

1046

1047

1048

1049

1050

1051

1052

1053

1054

belanghebbenden ter implementatie van de vierde anti-witwasrichtlijn
(Implementatiewet registratie uiteindelijk belanghebbenden). Memorie
van toelichting’, 31 March 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.
internetconsultatie.nl/implementatiewetregistratieuiteindelijkbelanghebbenden/document/2793 , p.6
The Netherlands government, response to questionnaire, July 2017.
The Netherlands government, response to questionnaire, July 2017.
As well as Kyrgyzstan, Mongolia, Georgia, India, Moldova, Morocco,
Nigeria, Pakistan, the Philippines, Sri Lanka, Uganda, Ukraine, Uzbekistan,
Vietnam, Zimbabwe, Bangladesh, Egypt, India and Morocco. (source: The
Netherlands government, response to questionnaire, July 2017).
Ministry of Foreign Affairs, email to SOMO, 18 September 2017.
The Netherlands government, response to questionnaire, July 2017.
See table 4 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
See figure 3 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
ActionAid, ‘Mistreated’, February 2016, accessed 13 October 2017, http://
www.actionaid.org/sites/files/actionaid/actionaid_-_mistreated_tax_
treaties_report_-_feb_2016.pdf
Rijksoverheid, ‘Nederland tekent verdrag tegen belastingontwijking’,
7 June 2017, accessed 3 October 2017, https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/
actueel/nieuws/2017/06/07/nederland-tekent-verdrag-tegen-belastingontwijking
Jesse Frederik, ‘Zo werd Nederland het grootste belastingparadijs voor
Amerikaanse multinationals’, De Correspondent, 1 June 2017, accessed
16 August 2017, https://decorrespondent.nl/6825/zo-werd-nederland-het-grootste-belastingparadijs-voor-amerikaanse-multinationals/410600865675-af3e00af
Financieele Dagblad, ‘EU dicht ‘Nederlandse’ sluiproute voor belastingontwijking’, 21 February 2017, accessed 16 August 2017, https://fd.nl/
economie-politiek/1188596/eu-dicht-nederlandse-sluiproute-voor-belastingontwijking
Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal, ‘Motie van het lid Merkies c.s. over
hybride mismatches niet laten voortbestaan’, 8 February 2017, accessed
17 November 2017, https://www.tweedekamer.nl/kamerstukken/detail?id=2017Z02036&did=2017D04211
European Commission, ‘Belastingontwijking door multinationals
wordt moeilijker’, 21 February 2017, accessed 16 August 2017, https://
ec.europa.eu/netherlands/news/belastingontwijking-door-multinationals-wordt-moeilijker_nl
Official Journal of the European Union, ‘Council Directive (EU) 2017/952 of
29 May 2017 amending Directive (EU) 2016/1164 as regards hybrid mismatches with third countries’, accessed 1 November 2017, http://eur-lex.
europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/PDF/?uri=CELEX:32017L0952&from=EN
, Article 2, para 3
Baker McKenzie, ‘Netherlands Concerned About Impact and Timing of
Hybrid Mismatches with Third Countries Proposal’, 23 December 2016,
http://www.bakermckenzie.com/en/insight/publications/2016/12/mamber-states-not-ready-to-reach-unanimous/
Simon Bowers, ‘How Nike Stays One Step Ahead Of The Regulators’,
International Consortium of Investigative Journalists, 6 November 2017,
accessed 8 November 2017, https://www.icij.org/investigations/paradise-papers/swoosh-owner-nike-stays-ahead-of-the-regulator-icij/
Simon Bowers, ‘How Nike Stays One Step Ahead Of The Regulators’,
International Consortium of Investigative Journalists, 6 November 2017,
accessed 8 November 2017, https://www.icij.org/investigations/paradise-papers/swoosh-owner-nike-stays-ahead-of-the-regulator-icij/
Merijn Rengers and Camil Driessen, ‘Kom hierheen, wij betalen de
rekening’, NRC Handelsblad, 31 May 2017, accessed 16 August 2017,
www.nrc.nl/nieuws/2017/05/31/kom-hierheen-wij-betalen-de-rekening10833014-a1561201
Merijn Rengers and Camil Driessen, ‘Multinational betaalt fors lagere
winsttaks’, NRC Handelsblad, 5 July 2017, accessed 27 September 2017,
https://www.nrc.nl/nieuws/2017/07/04/multinational-betaalt-fors-lagere-winsttax-11606519-a1565611
Merijn Rengers and Camil Driessen, ‘Multinational betaalt fors lagere
winsttaks’, NRC Handelsblad, 5 July 2017, accessed 27 September 2017,
https://www.nrc.nl/nieuws/2017/07/04/multinational-betaalt-fors-lagere-winsttax-11606519-a1565611

1055 Merijn Rengers and Camil Driessen, ‘Kom hierheen, wij betalen de
rekening’, NRC Handelsblad, 31 May 2017, accessed 16 August 2017,
www.nrc.nl/nieuws/2017/05/31/kom-hierheen-wij-betalen-de-rekening10833014-a1561201
1056 Merijn Rengers and Camil Driessen, ‘Multinational betaalt fors lagere
winsttaks’, NRC Handelsblad, 5 July 2017, accessed 27 September 2017,
https://www.nrc.nl/nieuws/2017/07/04/multinational-betaalt-fors-lagere-winsttax-11606519-a1565611
1057 Ministry of Finance, ‘Brief over internationaal fiscaal (verdrags)beleid’, 30
June 2017, accessed 16 August 2017,
https://zoek.officielebekendmakingen.nl/kst-25087-170.html
1058 Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal, ‘Dertigledendebat over de totstandkoming van een fiscaal gunstige tegemoetkoming aan chemieconcern
ICL’, 5 July 2017, accessed 3 October 2017, https://www.tweedekamer.
nl/downloads/document?id=0a9565c6-6afe-4adc-83ab-4a5430e166e0
&title=Dertigledendebat%20over%20de%20totstandkoming%20van%20
een%20fiscaal%20gunstige%20tegemoetkoming%20aan%20chemieconcern%20ICL.docx , p.15.
1059 See also chapter 5.2 on ‘A coherent system for taxing multinationals’
1060 Merijn Rengers and Camil Driessen, ‘Nederland lokt multinationals met
bijdrage aan fiscalisten’, NRC Handelsblad, 31 May 2017, accessed 16
August 2017, https://www.nrc.nl/nieuws/2017/05/31/nederland-lokt-bedrijven-met-bijdrage-aan-fiscalisten-10833002-a1561227
1061 Financieele Dagblad, ‘Kamp botst met Kamer over subsidie voor inhuur
fiscalist’, 1 June 2017, accessed 16 August 2017, https://fd.nl/economie-politiek/1204261/ez-subsidieert-onderzoek-multinationals-naar-rulings
1062 Merijn Rengers and Camil Driessen, ‘Nederland lokt multinationals met
bijdrage aan fiscalisten’, NRC Handelsblad, 31 May 2017, accessed 16
August 2017, https://www.nrc.nl/nieuws/2017/05/31/nederland-lokt-bedrijven-met-bijdrage-aan-fiscalisten-10833002-a1561227
1063 Tweede Kamer der Staten-Generaal, ‘Motie van de leden Nijboer en
Leijten’ and ‘Motie van het lid Van der Lee c.s.’, 1 June 2017, accessed 17
November 2017, https://zoek.officielebekendmakingen.nl/kst-25087-168.
html and https://zoek.officielebekendmakingen.nl/dossier/25087/kst25087-164.html
1064 Ministry of Economic Affairs, ‘Reactie naar aanleiding van moties ingediend bij het debat over belastingafspraken met multinationals’, 6 July 2017,
accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/binaries/rijksoverheid/documenten/kamerstukken/2017/07/06/kamerbrief-met-reactie-op-moties-over-belastingafspraken-met-multinationals/
kamerbrief-met-reactie-op-moties-over-belastingafspraken-met-multinationals.pdf
1065 OECD.Stat, ‘Table II.1. Statutory corporate income tax rate’, website,
accessed 1 November 2017, http://stats.oecd.org/index.aspx?DataSetCode=TABLE_II1
1066 Government of the Netherlands, ‘Corporation tax’, website, accessed 17
November 2017, https://www.government.nl/topics/taxation-and-businesses/corporation-tax
1067 Ministry of Finance, ‘Analyse Vpb-opbrengsten 2000-2011’, 12 February
2017, accessed 16 August 2017, https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/documenten/kamerstukken/2015/02/12/analyse-vpb-opbrengsten-2000-2011
1068 VVD, CDA, D66 & ChristenUnie, ‘Vertrouwen in de toekomst’, 10 OCtober
2017, accessed 16 October 2017, https://www.kabinetsformatie2017.
nl/documenten/publicaties/2017/10/10/regeerakkoord-vertrouwen-in-de-toekomst , p. 36.
1069 VVD, CDA, D66 & ChristenUnie, ‘Vertrouwen in de toekomst’, 10 OCtober
2017, accessed 16 October 2017, https://www.kabinetsformatie2017.
nl/documenten/publicaties/2017/10/10/regeerakkoord-vertrouwen-in-de-toekomst , p. 36.
1070 Philip de Witt Wines, ‘VNO-NCW vroeg – en kreeg – afschaffing dividendbelasting’, NRC Handelsblad, 13 October 2017, accessed 30 October 2017, https://www.nrc.nl/nieuws/2017/10/13/
vno-ncw-vroeg-en-kreeg-afschaffing-dividendbelasting-a1577154
1071 VVD, CDA, D66 & ChristenUnie, ‘Vertrouwen in de toekomst’, 10 October
2017, accessed 16 October 2017, https://www.kabinetsformatie2017.
nl/documenten/publicaties/2017/10/10/regeerakkoord-vertrouwen-in-de-toekomst , p.67.
1072 VVD, CDA, D66 & ChristenUnie, ‘Vertrouwen in de toekomst’, 10 OCtober
2017, accessed 16 October 2017, https://www.kabinetsformatie2017.

Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom • 167

References

1073

1074
1075

1076

1077

1078

1079
1080

1081

1082

1083

1084

1085
1086
1087

1088
1089

1090

nl/documenten/publicaties/2017/10/10/regeerakkoord-vertrouwen-in-de-toekomst , p.36.
Oxfam Novib, ‘Nederland Belastingparadijs’, 12 May 2016, accessed 16 August 2017, https://www.oxfamnovib.nl/Redactie/Downloads/Rapporten/
Nederland_belastingparadijs.pdf
SOMO, ‘Grote bedrijven, kleine lasten’, 1 April 2016, accessed 16 August
2017, https://www.somo.nl/nl/grote-bedrijven-kleine-lasten-2/ , p.41.
Jan Kleinnijenhuis, ‘Omstreden belastingdeals tussen fiscus en multinationals openbaar’, Trouw, 29 March 2017, accessed 16 August 2017,
https://www.trouw.nl/home/omstreden-belastingdeals-tussen-fiscus-en-multinationals-openbaar~ac0b7a20/
Ministry of Finance, ‘Besluit op uw Wob-verzoek d.d. 6 februari 2017 m.b.t.
de notitie APA-ATR praktijk’, 27 March 2017, accessed 16 August 2017,
https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/documenten/wob-verzoeken/2017/03/27/
besluit-op-wob-verzoek-over-notitie-over-de-meest-voorkomendeverschijningsvormen ; SOMO and Oxfam Novib translated the memo into
English so anyone interested in rulings can read the document, which is
freely available on SOMO’s website. See SOMO, ‘Structures of secret Dutch
tax rulings revealed’, 9 May 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://
www.somo.nl/structures-secret-dutch-tax-rulings-detail-revealed/ ; the
translated document is available here: https://www.somo.nl/wp-content/
uploads/2017/05/APA-ATR-memo-English-translation.pdf
Jan Kleinnijenhuis, ‘Omstreden belastingdeals tussen fiscus en multinationals openbaar’, Trouw, 29 March 2017, accessed 16 August 2017,
https://www.trouw.nl/home/omstreden-belastingdeals-tussen-fiscus-en-multinationals-openbaar~ac0b7a20/
Staatssecretaris van Financiën, ‘Brief over interne documenten van het
Ministerie van Financiën en de Belastingdienst die betrekking hebben op
de APA-/ATR-praktijk’, 14 April 2017, accessed 16 August 2017, https://
zoek.officielebekendmakingen.nl/kst-25087-150.html
See chapter 4.4.3 on ‘EU discussions about tax rulings’
See European Commission, ‘Statistics on APAs in the EU at the End of
2015’, 20 October 2016, accessed 25 October 2017, https://ec.europa.
eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/jtpf0152016enapa.pdf and
European Commission, ‘Statistics on APAs in the EU at the End of 2014’,
22 October 2015, accessed 25 October 2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/resources/documents/taxation/company_tax/transfer_pricing/forum/jtpf0092015apastatistics2014.pdf
See European Commission, ‘Statistics on APAs in the EU at the End of
2015’, 20 October 2016, accessed 25 October 2017, https://ec.europa.
eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/jtpf0152016enapa.pdf and
European Commission, ‘Statistics on APAs in the EU at the End of 2014’,
22 October 2015, accessed 25 October 2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/resources/documents/taxation/company_tax/transfer_pricing/forum/jtpf0092015apastatistics2014.pdf
Jan Kleinnijenhuis, ‘Belastinginspecteur liet Procter & Gamble 676 miljoen
dollar doorsluizen’, 7 November 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, Trouw,
https://www.trouw.nl/home/belastinginspecteur-liet-procter-gamble-676-miljoen-dollar-doorsluizen-~a06113663/
Ministerie van Financiën, ’Brief over Paradise Papers’, 8 November 2017,
accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/ministeries/
ministerie-van-financien/documenten/kamerstukken/2017/11/08/
brief-over-paradise-papers
Ministerie van Financiën, ’Brief over Paradise Papers’, 8 November 2017,
accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.rijksoverheid.nl/ministeries/
ministerie-van-financien/documenten/kamerstukken/2017/11/08/
brief-over-paradise-papers
The Netherlands government, response to questionnaire, July 2017.
Bangladesh, Ethiopia, Ghana, Indonesia, Kenya, Liberia, Malawi, Rwanda,
Uganda, Tanzania and Zambia.
E.g. Transfer Pricing Programme of the OECD’s Task Force on Tax and
Development, Tax Inspectors without Borders, African Tax Administrators
Forum, and the Addis Tax Initiative.
The Netherlands government, response to questionnaire, July 2017.
Speech by Prime Minister Erna Solberg, Anti-Corruption Conference, Oslo,
8 June 2017, accessed 2 August 2017, www.regjeringen.no/no/aktuelt/
antikorrupsjonskonferansen-2017/id2555947/
Regjeringen.no, ‘Ny lovgivning om tiltak mot hvitvasking og terrorfinansiering II’, 2016, accessed 2 November 2017, https://www.regjeringen.no/
no/dokumenter/nou-2016-27/id2523704/sec17

168 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

1091 Tax Justice Norway, ‘Svakt forslag til norsk eierregister’, 23 March 2017,
accessed 17 November 2017, http://taxjustice.no/ressurser/svakt-forslag-til-norsk-eierregister
1092 Norges Bank Investment Management, ‘Tax and Transparency – Expectations towards Companies’, accessed 2 November 2017, https://
www.nbim.no/contentassets/48b3ea4218e44caab5f2a1f56992f67e/
expectations-document---tax-and-transparency---norges-bank-investment-management.pdf
1093 See Norges Bank Investment Management, ‘3Q 17, Government pension
fund global’, October 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.
nbim.no/contentassets/e9d384ea85c64381bbdd4c9be6622e53/government-pension-fund-global---q3-2017-report.pdf
1094 Norges Bank Investment Management, ‘Tax and Transparency – Expectations towards Companies’, accessed 2 November 2017, https://
www.nbim.no/contentassets/48b3ea4218e44caab5f2a1f56992f67e/
expectations-document---tax-and-transparency---norges-bank-investment-management.pdf
1095 Sigurd Bjørnestad, ‘Oljefondet flytter eiendommene hjem’, Aftenposten,
11 June 2017, accessed 2 November 2017, https://www.aftenposten.no/
okonomi/i/6Obwe/Oljefondet-flytter-eiendommene-hjem
1096 Sigurd Bjørnestad, ‘Oljefondet flytter eiendommene hjem’, Aftenposten,
11 June 2017, accessed 2 November 2017, https://www.aftenposten.no/
okonomi/i/6Obwe/Oljefondet-flytter-eiendommene-hjem
1097 Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf , A31
1098 Norad Evaluation Department, ‘Annex 6: Case Study on Norway’s
Engagement in the Fight against Illicit Financial Flows and Tax Havens:
Commercial Tax Evasion’, 2016, accessed 2 November 2017, https://
evalueringsportalen.no/evaluering/evaluation-of-norway-s-support-for-advocacy-in-the-development-policy-arena/annex-6-casestudy-on-norways-engagement-in-the-fight-against-illicit-financialflows-and-tax-havens-commercial-tax-evasion.pdf/@@inline
1099 Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf
1100 RORG-samarbeidet, ‘Utviklingsbudsjettet 2018: Et samstemt Norge for
Agenda 2030?’, 13 October 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, http://www.
rorg.no/Artikler/3565.html
1101 Regjeringen.no, ‘Prop. 1 S (2016-2017)’, accessed 2 November 2017,
https://www.regjeringen.no/no/dokumenter/prop.-1-s-ud-20162017/
id2513642/sec3?q=samstemt#KAP13
1102 Regjeringen.no, ‘Prop. 1 S (2016-2017)’, accessed 2 November 2017,
https://www.regjeringen.no/no/dokumenter/prop.-1-s-ud-20162017/
id2513642/sec3?q=samstemt#KAP13
1103 Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf , A31
1104 Lovdata, ‘Forskrift om land-for-land-rapportering til skattemyndighetene’,
16 December 2016, accessed 17 November 2017, https://lovdata.no/dokument/SF/forskrift/2016-12-09-1563 ; see also Thomson Reuters, ‘Norway
Implements Country-by-Country Reporting Requirements’, 12 December
2016, accessed 2 November 2017, https://tax.thomsonreuters.com/blog/
checkpoint/Norway-Implements-Country-by-Country-Reporting-Requirements
1105 EY, ‘Norway introduces country-by-coutnry reporting’, 17 October
2016, accessed 2 November 2017, http://www.ey.com/Publication/
vwLUAssets/Norway_introduces_country-by-country_reporting/$FILE/2016G_03283-161Gbl_TP_Norway%20introduces%20country-by-country%20reporting.pdf
1106 Stortinget, ‘Innstilling fra finanskomiteen om endringer i ligningsloven
(land-for-land-rapportering til skattemyndighetene)’, (Chapter 14, II, B.,
I), 8 Novmber 2016, accessed 2 November 2017, https://www.stortinget.
no/no/Saker-og-publikasjoner/Publikasjoner/Innstillinger/Stortinget/2016-2017/inns-201617-042l/?all=true#m14
1107 Lovdata, ‘Forskrift om land-for-land-rapportering’, 7 January 2014,
accessed 17 November 2017, https://lovdata.no/dokument/SF/
forskrift/2013-12-20-1682 ; see also Publish What You Pay Norway,
‘What Statoil reported and what Statoil should have reported’, June 2016,
accessed 2 November 2017, http://www.publishwhatyoupay.no/sites/all/

References

files/PWYP_Briefing_As_Is_vs_Should_Have_Eng_Web_0.pdf
1108 Regjeringen.no, ‘Endringer i forskrift om land-for-land-rapportering’, 22
December 2016, accessed 2 November 2017, https://www.regjeringen.
no/no/aktuelt/endringer-i-forskrift-om-land-for-land-rapportering/
id2525537/
1109 Regjeringen.no, ‘Endringer i forskrift om land-for-land-rapportering’, 22
December 2016, accessed 2 November 2017, https://www.regjeringen.
no/no/aktuelt/endringer-i-forskrift-om-land-for-land-rapportering/
id2525537/
1110 Publish What You Pay Norway, ‘Finansdepartementets evaluering av LLR
etter tre år’, 8 June 2017, accessed 2 November 2017, http://www.publishwhatyoupay.no/nb/node/17281
1111 Regjeringen.no, ‘Prop. 72 L (2016-2017)’, accessed 2 November 2017,
https://www.regjeringen.no/no/dokumenter/prop.-72-l-20162017/
id2545705/sec3
1112 Fafo, ‘Whistleblowing and freedom of speech in Norwegian working
life 2016’, accessed 2 November 2017, http://www.fafo.no/images/
pub/2016/20595-summary.pdf
1113 Dagens Medisin, ‘Forslag til nye varsler-regler får kritikk’, 26 April
2017, accessed 2 November 2017, http://www.dagensmedisin.no/artikler/2017/04/26/forslag-til-nye-varslerregler-far-kritikk/
1114 Dagbladet, ‘Ny lovgivning om varsling: Varslerne uten vern’, 27 March
2017, accessed 2 November 2017, https://www.dagbladet.no/kultur/
varslerne-uten-vern/67436536
1115 Regjeringen.no, ‘Ny lovgivning om tiltak mot hvitvasking og terrorfinansiering II’, 2016, accessed 2 November 2017, https://www.regjeringen.no/
no/dokumenter/nou-2016-27/id2523704/sec17
1116 Tax Justice Network Norge, ‘Svakt forslag til norsk eierregister’, 23
March 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, http://taxjustice.no/ressurser/
svakt-forslag-til-norsk-eierregister
1117 Regjeringen.no, ‘Ny lovgivning om tiltak mot hvitvasking og terrorfinansiering II’, 2016, accessed 2 November 2017, https://www.regjeringen.no/
no/dokumenter/nou-2016-27/id2523704/sec17
1118 Tax Justice Network Norge, ‘Svakt forslag til norsk eierregister’, 23
March 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, http://taxjustice.no/ressurser/
svakt-forslag-til-norsk-eierregister
1119 Tax Justice Network Norge, ‘Svakt forslag til norsk eierregister’, 23
March 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, http://taxjustice.no/ressurser/
svakt-forslag-til-norsk-eierregister
1120 Regjeringen.no, ‘Ny lovgivning om tiltak mot hvitvasking og terrorfinansiering II’, 2016, accessed 2 November 2017, https://www.regjeringen.no/
no/dokumenter/nou-2016-27/id2523704/sec17
1121 Stortinget, ‘Innst. 298 S’, 2014, accessed 17 November 2017, 28 May 2015,
accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.stortinget.no/globalassets/pdf/
innstillinger/stortinget/2014-2015/inns-201415-298.pdf
1122 Stortinget, ‘Innst. 298 S’, 2014, accessed 17 November 2017, 28 May 2015,
accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.stortinget.no/globalassets/pdf/
innstillinger/stortinget/2014-2015/inns-201415-298.pdf
1123 See table 4 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
1124 See figure 3 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
1125 ActionAid, ‘Mistreated’, February 2016, accessed 13 October 2017, http://
www.actionaid.org/sites/files/actionaid/actionaid_-_mistreated_tax_
treaties_report_-_feb_2016.pdf . The ActionAid report identified eight
of Norway’s treaties as ‘very restrictive’, but one of these treaties is no
longer in force, and has therefore not been included in this report.
1126 Regjeringen.no, ‘General tax conventions betwen Norway and other
states’, 31 August 2017, accessed 2 November 2017, https://www.regjeringen.no/en/topics/the-economy/taxes-and-duties/tax-treaties-betweennorway-and-other-st/id417330/
1127 International Comparative Legal Studies, Corporate Tax, Norway, 6
November 2015, accessed 15 August 2016: http://www.iclg.co.uk/practice-areas/corporate-tax/corporate-tax-2016/norway
1128 OECD, ‘Signatories and Parties to the Multilateral Convention to Implement
Tax Treaty Related Measures to Prevent Base Erosion and Profit Shifting’,
17 August 2017, accessed 25 September 2017, http://www.oecd.org/tax/
treaties/beps-mli-signatories-and-parties.pdf
1129 Regjeringen.no, ‘Skattesatser 2017’, 20 December 2016, accessed 2 November 2017, https://www.regjeringen.no/no/tema/okonomi-og-budsjett/

skatter-og-avgifter/skattesatser-2017/id2514837/
1130 Erlend Kjernli, ‘Høyre vil følge opp forliket med lavere skatt’, NRK, 4
May 2016, accessed 2 November 2017, https://www.nrk.no/norge/
her-er-hele-skatteforliket-1.12931908
1131 Aftenposten, ‘Solid grunnlag for skatteforlik’, 15 October 2015, accessed
2 November 2017, https://www.aftenposten.no/meninger/leder/i/G5gV/
Solid-grunnlag-for-skatteforlik
1132 Deloitte, ‘2016 Global Transfer Pricing Country Guide’, 31 December 2015,
accessed 17 November 2017, https://www2.deloitte.com/content/dam/
Deloitte/us/Documents/Tax/us-tax-2016-global-transfer-pricing-country-guide-051816.pdf , p.187
1133 See Skatteetaten, ‘Transfer Pricing Årsrapport for 2016’, ‘Transfer Pricing
Årsrapport for 2015’ and ‘Transfer Pricing Årsrapport for 2014’, accessed
17 November 2017, http://www.skatteetaten.no/globalassets/pdfer/
transfer-pricing-arsrapport-2016-002.pdf , http://www.skatteetaten.no/
globalassets/pdfer/arsrapport-tp-2015-ekstern-versjon---endelig-versjon-1.pdf , and http://www.skatteetaten.no/globalassets/pdfer/uttalelser/
arsrapport-tp-2014-offentlig-versjon.pdf
1134 Skatteetaten, ‘Bindende forhåndsuttalelser’, website, accessed 17 November 2017, http://www.skatteetaten.no/no/Radgiver/Rettskilder/Uttalelser/
bfu/?lsxsb=Number
1135 Julia Tropina Bakke, Arnt Ove Hopland and Jarle Møen, ‘Skjult’, Tax Justice
Norway, 2016, accessed 2 November 2017, http://www.taxjustice.no/
uploads/documents/skjult_digital.pdf , p.57.
1136 Eurodad et al., ‘Survival of the Richest’, December 2016, accessed 1
November 2017, http://www.eurodad.org/files/pdf/1546667-survivalof-the-richest-europe-s-role-in-supporting-an-unjust-global-tax-system-2016-1481106817.pdf
1137 Beata Szydło, ‘Our objective is to tighten the leaking tax system and fight
those that drain money from the state budget’, 6 July 2017, accessed 25
August 2017, www.premier.gov.pl/en/news/news/prime-minister-beataszydlo-our-objective-is-to-tighten-the-leaking-tax-system-and-fight.html
1138 Ministerstwo Finansów, ‘Rząd przyjął wstępny projekt ustawy budżetowej na rok 2018’, 24 August 2017, accessed 13 November 2017, http://
www.mf.gov.pl/ministerstwo-finansow/wiadomosci/komunikaty/-/
asset_publisher/6Wwm/content/rzad-przyjal-wstepny-projekt-ustawybudzetowej-na-rok-2018/pop_up?redirect=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.mf.gov.
pl%2Fministerstwo-finansow%2Fwiadomosci%2Fkomunikaty%3Fp_p_id%3D101_INSTANCE_6Wwm%26p_p_lifecycle%3D0%26p_p_
state%3Dpop_up%26p_p_mode%3Dview%26p_r_p_564233524_tag%3Dsent%26_101_INSTANCE_6Wwm_changeViewTo%3Dabstracts
1139 See below under ‘Transparency’
1140 TVN24bis, ‘The government accepted VAT amendment bill proposal in
order to decrease abuse on VAT refunds’, 25 October 2016, accessed 26
September.2017, http://tvn24bis.pl/pieniadze,79/vat-rzad-przyjal-projektnoweli-o-vat-by-zmniejszyc-naduzycia,686815.html
1141 Financial Times, ‘Poland scales back debt plans after tax crackdown’, 22
July 2017, accessed 25 August 2017, www.ft.com/content/b117e72e-569611e7-80b6-9bfa4c1f83d2
1142 BDO, ‘Poland stiffens punishment for VAT fraud and errors’, 7 July
2017, accessed 25 August 2017, www.bdo.be/en-gb/insights/indirect-tax-news/2017/indirect-tax-news-july-2017
1143 KPMG, ‘CIT obligations on closed-end investment funds (FIZ),’, Tax Alert
from KPMG in Poland, December 2016, accessed 13 November 2017,
https://assets.kpmg.com/content/dam/kpmg/pl/pdf/2016/12/pl-TaxAlert-KPMG-2016-12-06-New-rules-of-taxation-of-Investment-Fundsfor-1-January-2017.pdf?utm_source=Subscription&utm_campaign=TaxAlert&utm_medium=PDFEn
1144 The Warsaw Voice, ‘Poland eyes raising PLN 2.5bn from amending
taxation of closed-end funds’, 3 November 2016, accessed 25 August 2017,
www.warsawvoice.pl/WVpage/pages/article.php/37120/news
1145 The Warsaw Voice, ‘Poland eyes raising PLN 2.5bn from amending
taxation of closed-end funds’, 3 November 2016, accessed 25 August 2017,
www.warsawvoice.pl/WVpage/pages/article.php/37120/news
1146 Council of the European Union, ‘Economic and Financial Affairs Council –
Public session’, 23 May 2017, accessed 3 August 2017, https://video.consilium.europa.eu/en/webcast/044d6f5d-a5ee-49e3-9d07-e7890b4103bb
1147 Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Republic of Poland, ‘Multiannual Development
Cooperation Programme 2016-2020’, 2015, accessed 25 August 2017,
www.polskapomoc.gov.pl/download/files/Dokumenty_i_Publikacje/Pro-

Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom • 169

References

gram_wieloletni_2016-2020/WPWR_2016-2020_ENG_broszura.pdf , p.59.
1148 Ministry of Foreign Affairs, Republic of Poland, ‘Multiannual Development
Cooperation Programme 2016-2020’, 2015, accessed 25 August 2017,
www.polskapomoc.gov.pl/download/files/Dokumenty_i_Publikacje/Program_wieloletni_2016-2020/WPWR_2016-2020_ENG_broszura.pdf , p.59.
1149 Jessica Silbering-Meyer, ‘Poland Issues Draft Amendment on Public Disclosure of Country-by-Country Reporting Information’, Thomson Reuters,
27 July 2017, accessed 25 August 2017, https://tax.thomsonreuters.com/
blog/checkpoint/Poland-Issues-cbc-amendment
1150 Jaroslaw Krolak, ‘Biznes: jawne podatki to igrzyska dla ludu’, Puls
Biznesu, 18 August 2017, accessed 25 August 2017, www.pb.pl/biznes-jawne-podatki-to-igrzyska-dla-ludu-866679#
1151 See for example Fundacji Batorego, ‘Stanowisko Fundacji Batorego w
sprawie sygnalistów’, 2016, accessed 13 November 2017, http://www.
sygnalista.pl/dla-pracownika/stanowisko-fundacji-batorego-w-sprawie-sygnalistow/
1152 Gazeta Prawna, ‘Ochrona prawna sygnalistów: Rząd umywa ręce, ale
zmiany idą z UE’, 3 June 2016, accessed 25 July 2017, http://serwisy.gazetaprawna.pl/praca-i-kariera/artykuly/948849,tajemnica-przedsiebiorstwa-sygnalisci.html
1153 Rządowego Centrum Legislacji, ‘projekt ustawy o przeciwdziałaniu praniu
pieniędzy oraz finansowaniu terroryzmu’, created 5 May 2017, accessed
13 November 2017, https://legislacja.rcl.gov.pl/projekt/12298001/katalog/12431412#12431412
1154 Rządowego Centrum Legislacji, ‘Ustawa projekt AML 12.07.2017’, 12 July
2017, accessed 13 November 2017, https://legislacja.rcl.gov.pl/docs//2/12
298001/12431402/12431403/dokument287002.pdf , p.9.
1155 Rządowego Centrum Legislacji, ‘Ustawa projekt AML 12.07.2017’, 12 July
2017, accessed 13 November 2017, https://legislacja.rcl.gov.pl/docs//2/12
298001/12431402/12431403/dokument287002.pdf , p.9.
1156 Rządowego Centrum Legislacji, ‘Ustawa projekt AML 12.07.2017’, 12 July
2017, accessed 13 November 2017, https://legislacja.rcl.gov.pl/docs//2/12
298001/12431402/12431403/dokument287002.pdf , p.39.
1157 Polish government response to questionnaire.
1158 Polish government response to questionnaire.
1159 Meeting with Polish Ministry of Finance officials on 7 August 2017.
1160 See table 4 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
1161 The treaty between Austria and Nepal is not included in the calculation
of the average reduction of developing country tax rates, since it has not
been possible to find data on the statutory tax rates of Nepal.
1162 See figure 3 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
1163 Eurodad et al., ’10 Reasons Why an Intergovernmental UN Tax Body Will
Benefit Everyone’, June 2015, accessed 18 August 2017, http://eurodad.
org/files/pdf/55828f0985a99.pdf , p.85.
1164 Monika Dziedzic, ‘Poland: The benefits of operating in a special economic
zone’, International Tax Review’, 30 May 2017, accessed 25 August 2017,
www.internationaltaxreview.com/Article/3721575/Poland-The-benefits-of-operating-in-a-special-economic-zone.html
1165 PwC, ‘Poland – corporate – significant developments’, 29 May 2017,
accessed 25 August 2017, http://taxsummaries.pwc.com/ID/Poland-Corporate-Significant-developments
1166 KPMG, ‘A guide to special economic zones in Poland’, 2009, accessed 25
August 2017, www.paih.gov.pl/files/?id_plik=10800 , p.17.
1167 Colliers International, ‘Special economic zones in Poland – 2016’, accessed
25 August 2017, www.colliers.com/en-pl/-/media/files/emea/poland/
reports/2016/Colliers_Report_Special_Economic_Zones_Poland_EN.pdf ,
p.4.
1168 PwC, ‘Poland – Corporate – Taxes on corporate income’, 29 May 2017,
accessed 25 August 2017, http://taxsummaries.pwc.com/ID/Poland-Corporate-Taxes-on-corporate-income
1169 VAT.pl, ‘15% podatek CIT dla małych przedsiębiorców od 2017 roku’, 22
June 2016, accessed 25 August 2017, www.vat.pl/2206-15-podatek-citdla-malych-przedsiebiorcow-od-2017-roku-10975/
1170 PwC, ‘Poland – Corporate – Taxes on corporate income’, 29 May 2017,
accessed 25 August 2017, http://taxsummaries.pwc.com/ID/Poland-Corporate-Taxes-on-corporate-income
1171 Polish Ministry of Finance, ‘Procedure of Advanced Pricing Agreements’, 25 January 2017, accessed 2 November 2017, www.finanse.mf.gov.

170 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

1172

1173

1174

1175

1176

1177

1178

1179

1180

1181

1182

1183

1184

1185
1186
1187
1188
1189
1190
1191
1192
1193
1194

pl/cit/ceny-transferowe1/uprzednie-porozumienia-cenowe-apa/procedura-zawierania-apa
European Commission, ‘Statistics on APAs in the EU at the End of 2015’,
20 October 2016, accessed 25 October 2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/jtpf0152016enapa.pdf
United Nations Economic and Social Council, ‘Appointment of 25 members
to the Committee of Experts on International Cooperation in Tax Matters’,
note by the Secretary-General, 10 August 2017, accessed 13 November
2017, http://www.un.org/ga/search/view_doc.asp?symbol=E/2018/9/
Add.1
Report on implementation of the action plan foreseen for implementation
by the Ministry of Finance 2016 on illegal financial flows in the area of the
fight against tax avoidance in the frame of policy coherence for development, Ministry of Finance 2017 (report in Polish)
Mateja Vraničar Erman, Minister of Finance, ‘Odgovor na pisno poslansko
vprašanje poslanca Luke Mesca v zvezi s skrivanjem premoženja v tujini;
Zveza: vaš dopis št. 020-07/17-0643/2 z dne 30 May 2017’, Response to
written question from a member of parliament regarding assets being
hidden abroad, 22 June 2017, accessed on 31 August 2017, www.dz-rs.si/
wps/portal/Home/deloDZ/poslanskaVprasanjaInPobude
The Organized Crime and Corruption Reporting Project, ‘The Azerbaijani
Laundromat’, September 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, https://www.
occrp.org/en/azerbaijanilaundromat/
OCCRP, ‚Azerbaijani Laundromat Reactions: Week 1‘, 8 September 2017,
accessed 2 November 2017, https://www.occrp.org/en/azerbaijanilaundromat/azerbaijani-laundromat-reactions-week-1
The Organized Crime and Corruption Reporting Project, ‘The Russian
Laundromat Exposed’, 20 March 2017, accessed 5 October 2017, https://
www.occrp.org/en/laundromat/the-russian-laundromat-exposed/ ; see
also figure 5 in chapter 5.8.4 on ‘Hidden ownership’
SalesDataController, ‘Slovenia: certified cash registers’, 20 November
2015, accessed 14 November 2017, http://www.salesdatacontroller.com/
slovenia-certified-cash-registers/
Republic of Slovenia, Ministry of Finance, ‘Annual effect of fiscal cash
registers is EUR 81 million’, 1 June 2017, http://www.fu.gov.si/fileadmin/
Internet/Nadzor/Podrocja/Davcne_blagajne_in_VKR/Novice/2017/Ucinki_uvedbe_davcnih_blagajn_2016.pdf
PwC, ‘Worldwide tax summaries: Slovenia. Corporate – Significant Developments’, 18 August 2017, accessed 8 September 2017, http://taxsummaries.pwc.com/uk/taxsummaries/wwts.nsf/ID/Slovenia-Corporate-Significant-developments
Finance Live, ‘Slovenija dviguje davek na dobiček na 19 odstotkov, Madžarska ga niža na 9 odstotkov’, Finance, 20 November 2016, accessed on 31
August 2017, http://live.finance.si/30910/Slovenija-dviguje-davek-na-dobicek-na-19-odstotkov-Madzarska-ga-niza-na-devet-odstotkov
Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by Ministry of
Finance). For more information about the CCCTB proposal from the Commission, see chapter 5.2 on ‘A coherent system for taxing multinationals?’
Racunovodja, ‘Vlada sprejela stališče k predlogu o skupni osnovi za davek
od dohodkov pravnih oseb na ravni EU’, 6 February 2017, accessed 2
November 2017, https://www.racunovodja.com/clanki.asp?clanek=9583
Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by Ministry of
Finance).
Center of Excellence in Finance, ‚About us‘, website, accessed 2 November
2017, https://www.cef-see.org/about-us
Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Ministry of Finance).
Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Ministry of Finance).
Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Ministry of Finance).
See chapter 5.7 on ‘Capacity development and technical assistance to
developing countries’
Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Ministry of Finance).
Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by Ministry of
Finance).
Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by Ministry of
Economic Development and Technology).
Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by Ministry of

References

Economic Development and Technology).
1195 Statement by Tilen Božič, Deputy Minister, Ministry for Finance, during a
consultation on CBCR in Slovenia organised by the EC DEAR Tax Justice
Together project and the Hub for Tax Justice Slovenia, Ljubljana, 27 February 2017.
1196 See chapter 5.8.3 on ‘Allowing citizens to know what multinationals pay in
taxes’
1197 Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by Ministry of
Economic Development and Technology).
1198 Meeting with senior advisors Ms. Gregorčič-Belšak and Ms. Bauman at
Ministry of Economic Development and Technology; Maribor, 15 December
2016.
1199 Legal Information System of the Republic of Slovenia, ‘Banking Act’,
accessed 2 November 2017, http://www.pisrs.si/Pis.web/pregledPredpisa?id=ZAKO6716
1200 Legal Information System of the Republic of Slovenia, ‘Companies Act of
Slovenia, Article 70.b’, accessed 2 November 2017, http://www.pisrs.si/
Pis.web/pregledPredpisa?id=ZAKO4291
1201 Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by Ministry of
Justice).
1202 Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by Commission for the Prevention of Corruption).
1203 Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by Commission for the Prevention of Corruption).
1204 Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by Ministry of
Justice).
1205 Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by the Financial Intelligence Unit).
1206 Official Gazette. ‘COMMAND promulgation of a law on the prevention of
money laundering and terrorist financing (APMLTF-1)’. Accessed on 31 August 2017, http://www.uradni-list.si/1/content?id=128120#!/Zakon-o-preprecevanju-pranja-denarja-in-financiranja-terorizma-(ZPPDFT-1)
1207 Transparency International EU, ‚Under the Shell: Ending Money Laundering in Europe‘, 2017, accessed 31 October 207, https://transparency.eu/
wp-content/uploads/2017/04/EBOT-REPORT-TIE-014-16_clean.pdf , p.18.
1208 Transparency International EU, ‚Under the Shell: Ending Money Laundering in Europe‘, 2017, accessed 31 October 207, https://transparency.eu/
wp-content/uploads/2017/04/EBOT-REPORT-TIE-014-16_clean.pdf
1209 NautaDitulh, ‘Implementation overview – 4th Anti-Money Laundering
Directive (AMLD4) regarding the UBO-register’, 1 February 2017, accessed
31 October 2017, https://www.nautadutilh.com/siteassets/documents/
overview-implementation-amld-4-eu.pdf
1210 Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by the Financial Intelligence Unit).
1211 Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by the Financial Intelligence Unit).
1212 ‘If doubt arises as to whether the determined natural person is the
beneficial owner one or several persons in management positions shall be
deemed as the beneficial owner(s) of the corporate entity,’ Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by the Financial Intelligence
Unit).
1213 Maja Grgič, ‘Skritemu lastništvu so šteti dnevi’, 28 November 2016, accessed 14 November 2017, www.delo.si/gospodarstvo/finance/skritemulastnistvu-so-steti-dnevi.html
1214 Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by the Financial Intelligence Unit).
1215 Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by the Financial Intelligence Unit).
1216 Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by the Financial Intelligence Unit).
1217 Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by the Financial Intelligence Unit).
1218 Republic of Slovenia, Ministry of Finance, ‘List of double taxation conventions’, website, accessed 14 November 2017, http://www.mf.gov.si/en/
areas_of_work/taxes_and_customs/documents/list_of_double_taxation_conventions/
1219 Official Gazette of the Republic of Slovenia, ‘Double Taxation Treaty
between the Republic of Slovenia and the Kingdom of Morocco’, 23
December 2016, accessed 31 October 2017, https://www.uradni-list.si/
glasilo-uradni-list-rs/vsebina?urlmpid=201670

1220 Official Gazette of the Republic of Slovenia,’ Double Taxation Treaty
between the Republic of Slovenia and Japan, 1 June 2017, accessed 31
October 2017, https://www.uradni-list.si/glasilo-uradni-list-rs/vsebina?urlmpid=201734
1221 Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by Ministry of
Finance).
1222 See table 4 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
1223 See figure 3 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
1224 Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by Ministry of
Finance).
1225 EY Global Tax Alert, ‘Slovenia signs Multilateral Convention to Implement
Tax Treaty Related Measures to Prevent BEPS’, 13 June 2017, accessed 31
August 2017, http://www.ey.com/gl/en/services/tax/international-tax/
alert--slovenia-signs-multilateral-convention-to-implement-tax-treaty-related-measures-to-prevent-beps
1226 Invest Slovenia, ‘Incentives’, website, accessed 31 August 2017, https://
www.investslovenia.org/business-environment/incentives/
1227 Finance.si, ‘More companies are investing, however amounts are still
decreasing’, 9 January 2017, accessed 31 August 2017, https://www.
finance.si/8852939/Vlaga-vec-podjetij-a-zneski-se-se-zmanjsujejo?metered=yes&sid=496295362
1228 Slovenian Ministry of Finance, ‚Corporate Income Tax‘, 2017, accessed 31
October 2017, http://www.fu.gov.si/davki_in_druge_dajatve/podrocja/
davek_od_dohodkov_pravnih_oseb_ddpo/
1229 Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by Ministry of
Finance).
1230 Tax-Fin-Lex, ‘STA novice / DZ potrdil davčne zakone, v gospodarstvu
ogorčeni (zbirno)’, 27 September 2016, accessed 31 October 2017, https://
www.tax-fin-lex.si/Home/Novica/8157
1231 Republika Slovenija, Ministrstvo Za Finance, ‘Transfer Pricing Advance
pricing agreements (APAs)’, 1 January 2017, accessed 14 November 2017,
http://www.fu.gov.si/fileadmin/Internet/Nadzor/Podrocja/Transferne_
cene/Opis/Detailed_description_1_version_Advance_pricing_agreements_APAs.pdf
1232 Interview with Tilen Božič, State Secretary at Ministry of Finance, 18 April
2017.
1233 Interview with Tilen Božič, State Secretary at Ministry of Finance, 18 April
2017.
1234 Slovenian government response to questionnaire (response by Ministry of
Foreign Affairs and Ministry of Finance).
1235 Marisa Cruz, ‘Rajoy, sobre Football Leaks’, El Mundo, 13 December 2016,
accessed 9 September 2017, www.elmundo.es/deportes/football-leaks/2
016/12/13/585018b9e2704e246d8b458e.html
1236 See Eurodad et al., ‘Survival of the richest. Europe’s role supporting an unjust global tax system’, 2016, accessed 1 November 2017, www.eurodad.
org/survivaloftherichest and
1237 Beatriz Parera y Sara de Diego, ‘Manuel Moix dimite fulminado por el
escándalo de su offshore en Panamá’, Noticias de España, El Confidencial,
1 June 2017, accessed 18 September 2017, www.elconfidencial.com/
espana/2017-06-01/manuel-moix-dimision-operacion-lezo-panama-ignacio-gonzalez_1391343/
1238 Paula Guisado y Javier Sánchez, ‘Cristiano desvió a un paraíso fiscal al
menos 150 millones para ocultar ingresos por derechos de imagen’, El
Mundo, 3 December 2016, accessed 9 September 2017, www.elmundo.es/
deportes/football-leaks/2016/12/02/5841d852468aeb61028b462b.html
1239 Paula Guisado y Javier Sánchez, ‘Cristiano desvió a un paraíso fiscal al
menos 150 millones para ocultar ingresos por derechos de imagen’, El
Mundo, 3 December 2016, accessed 9 September 2017, www.elmundo.es/
deportes/football-leaks/2016/12/02/5841d852468aeb61028b462b.html
1240 Leal, Garrido, y Guisado, ‘Carolina Botín, los Fierro, los Hachuel... los
ricos españoles guardan 900 millones en Malta’, El Mundo, 29 May
2017, accessed 9 September 2017, www.elmundo.es/economia/malta-files/2017/05/29/592acc55e5fdea50598b457e.html
1241 Miguel Jimenez, ‘Las 15 preguntas clave sobre la amnistía fiscal del Gobierno’,
El Pais, 4 June 2012, accessed 6 October 2017, https://elpais.com/economia/2012/06/04/actualidad/1338801663_804033.html . The tax
amnesty, which aimed at raising €2.5 billion, only

Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom • 171

References

1242

1243

1244

1245
1246

1247

1248
1249

1250

1251

1252
1253
1254
1255

1256

brought in less than €1.2 billion, among other things because in practice,
the tax rate applied was only three per cent.
Gobierno del Reino de España, ‘Real Decreto-ley 3/2016, de 2 de diciembre, por el que se adoptan medidas en el ámbito tributario dirigidas a la
consolidación de las finanzas públicas y otras medidas urgentes en materia social’, Boletín Oficial del Estado, 3 December 2016, accessed 1 November 2017, www.boe.es/boe/dias/2016/12/03/pdfs/BOE-A-2016-11475.
pdf ; Ernst and Young, ‘Spain introduces new measures to increase
tax revenues, including significant changes to Corporate Income Tax’,
7 December 2016, accessed 9 September 2017, www.ey.com/gl/en/
services/tax/international-tax/alert--spain-introduces-new-measuresto-increase-tax-revenues--including-significant-changes-to-corporateincome-tax
Gobierno del Reino de España, ‘Orden HFP/816/2017, de 28 de agosto, por
la que se aprueba el modelo 232 de declaración informativa de operaciones vinculadas y de operaciones y situaciones relacionadas con países
o territorios calificados como paraísos fiscales’, 30 August 2017, accessed
9 September 2017, www.boe.es/buscar/doc.php?id=BOE-A-2017-10042
Oxfam Intermón, ‘La Ilusión Fiscal’, March 2015, accessed 1 November
2017, https://oxfamintermon.s3.amazonaws.com/sites/default/files/documentos/files/InformeLailusionFiscal2015.pdf
Platforma por la Justicia Fiscal, ‘Conoce Nuestro Trabajo’, website, accessed 1 November 2017, www.plataformajusticiafiscal.com/
Coordinadora ONGD, ‘Nueva Proposición No de Ley para acabar con los
Paraísos Fiscales’, 3 April 2017, accessed 10 September 2017, https://coordinadoraongd.org/2017/04/nueva-proposicion-no-ley-acabar-los-paraisos-fiscales/ ; See also Boletín Oficial de las Cortes Generales, ‘Congreso
de los Diputados’, 29 June 2017, accessed 1 November 2017, www.congreso.es/public_oficiales/L12/CONG/BOCG/D/BOCG-12-D-184.PDF#page=25
Leigh Thomas, ‘France, Germany, Italy, Spain Seek Tax on Digital Giants’
Revenues’, Thomson Reuters, published by U.S. News, 9 September
2017, accessed 10 September 2017, www.usnews.com/news/world/
articles/2017-09-09/france-germany-italy-spain-seek-tax-on-digital-giants-revenues?src=usn_tw
Ministry of Tax response to questionnaire, 30 October 2017.
Council of the European Union, ‘Economic and Financial Affairs Council –
Public session’, 23 May 2017, accessed 3 August 2017, https://video.consilium.europa.eu/en/webcast/044d6f5d-a5ee-49e3-9d07-e7890b4103bb
OECD and UNDP, ‘Annual Report 2016/2017. Tax Inspectors Without Borders’,
2017, accessed 10 September 2017, www.tiwb.org/resources/publications/
tax-inspectors-without-borders-annual-report-2016-2017-WEB.pdf
Marcela Villalobos, ‘Inspectores Tributarios Sin Fronteras capacitan
a Hacienda”plainCitation”:”Marcela Villalobos, «Inspectores Tributarios Sin Fronteras capacitan a Hacienda | Crhoy.com».”},”citationItems”:[{“id”:1244,”uris”:[“http://zotero.org/users/2268906/items/
KN39RG2C”],”uri”:[“http://zotero.org/users/2268906/items/KN39RG2C”],”itemData”:{“id”:1244,”type”:”webpage”,”title”:”Inspectores Tributarios
Sin Fronteras capacitan a Hacienda | Crhoy.com”,”container-title”:”CRHoy.
com | Periodico Digital | Costa Rica Noticias 24/7”,”abstract”:”Ayudar al
establecimiento de una política de precios de transferencia, que optimice
los procesos de selección y control sobre grandes contribuyentes
nacionales y grandes empresas territoriales, es el objetivo de “Inspectores fiscales sin fronteras”. Este proyecto es promovido por la OECD y
para Costa Rica cuenta con la colaboración de un equipo de inspectores
tributarios […] | Crhoy.com”,”URL”:”https://www.crhoy.com/economia/
inspectores-tributarios-sin-fronteras-capacitan-a-hacienda/”,”author”:[{“family”:”Marcela Villalobos”,”given”:””}],”accessed”:{“date-parts”:[[“2017”,9,1
4]]}}}],”schema”:”https://github.com/citation-style-language/schema/raw/
master/csl-citation.json”} ’, 4 March 2017, accessed 10 September 2017,
www.crhoy.com/economia/inspectores-tributarios-sin-fronteras-capacitan-a-hacienda/
Ministry of Tax response to questionnaire, 30 October 2017
Ministry of Tax response to questionnaire, 30 October 2017
Ministry of Tax response to questionnaire, 30 October 2017.
Royal Decree on corporate income tax 634/2015 (art.14). See Agencia Estatal BOE, ‘Real Decreto 634/2015, de 10 de julio, por el que se
aprueba el Reglamento del Impuesto sobre Sociedades’, published 11
July 2015, accessed 1 November 2017, www.boe.es/diario_boe/txt.
php?id=BOE-A-2015-7771
Boletin Oficial Del Estado, ‘Ley 10/2014 de 26 de junio, de ordenación,

172 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

supervisión y solvencia de entidades de crédito’, published 27 June
2014, accessed 29 November 2016, www.boe.es/diario_boe/txt.
php?id=BOE-A-2014-6726 , Article 87.
1257 Banco de España , ‘Informe bancario annual’, website, accessed 10 September 2017, www.bde.es/app/sif/es/
1258 Ministry of Finance response to questionnaire, 14 July 2016.
1259 Council of the European Union, ‘ECOFIN Council December 2016 - National
Briefing: Luis de Guindos (Spain - part 2)’, 6 December 2016, accessed 10
September 2017, https://tvnewsroom.consilium.europa.eu/event/ecofin-council-december-2016-58346696a1c06/national-briefing-spain-part2-5846c92d7ead3#/event-media
1260 Meeting between representatives of Oxfam Intermón and
the Spanish government.
1261 Ministry of Tax response to questionnaire, 30 October 2017.
1262 Boletin Oficial Del Estado, ‘Ley 31/2010, de 27 de julio, sobre simplificación del intercambio de información e inteligencia entre los servicios
de seguridad de los Estados miembros de la Unión Europea’, published
28 July 2010, accessed 2 October 2017, https://www.boe.es/buscar/doc.
php?id=BOE-A-2010-12134
1263 Ministry of Finance response to questionnaire, 20 November 2017.
1264 Boletin Oficial Del Estado, ‘Ley 31/2010, de 27 de julio, sobre simplificación del intercambio de información e inteligencia entre los servicios
de seguridad de los Estados miembros de la Unión Europea’, published
28 July 2010, accessed 2 October 2017, https://www.boe.es/buscar/doc.
php?id=BOE-A-2010-12134
1265 Ministry of Finance response to questionnaire, 20 November 2017.
1266 Council of the European Union, ‘Economic and Financial Affairs Council, 6
December 2016, Public Session 2’, 6 December 2016, accessed 2 October
2017, www.consilium.europa.eu/en/templates/media-gallery.aspx?id=47244651356&pp=%2fmeetings%2fecofin%2f2016%2f12%2f06&pos=1
1267 See table 4 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
1268 See figure 3 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
1269 See table 5 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties’
1270 Ministry of Tax response to questionnaire, 30 October 2017.
1271 Ministry of Tax response to questionnaire, 30 October 2017.
1272 Ministerio de Hacienda Y Función Pública, ‘Convenios de Doble Imposición
(20-10-2017)’, website, accessed 14 September 2017, www.minhafp.gob.
es/es-ES/Normativa%20y%20doctrina/Normativa/CDI/Paginas/CDI_Alfa.
aspx
1273 PwC, ‘Spain. Corporate – Tax Credits and Incentives’, website, last updated
1 June 2017, accessed 10 September 2017,
http://taxsummaries.pwc.com/ID/Spain-Corporate-Tax-credits-and-incentives
1274 Ministerio de Economía, Industria y Competitividad, ‘Inversiones Exteriores Directas. Flujos 2016’, accessed 14 September 2017, www.comercio.
es/es-ES/inversiones-exteriores/informes/flujos-inversion-directa/PDF/
Flujos-2016-Directas.pdf
1275 Datainvex, accessed 9 September 2017, http://datainvex.comercio.es/
principal_invex.aspx
1276 Jesús Martínez y Javier G. Jorrín, ‘Microsoft usó España para repatriar
450 millones de dividendos europeos sin tributar’, El Español, 10 March
2017, accessed 14 September 2017, www.elespanol.com/economia/empresas/20170309/199480637_0.html
1277 Jesús Martínez y Javier G. Jorrín, ‘Microsoft usó España para repatriar
450 millones de dividendos europeos sin tributar’, El Español, 10 March
2017, accessed 14 September 2017, www.elespanol.com/economia/empresas/20170309/199480637_0.html
1278 PwC, ‘Spain. Corporate – Tax Credits and Incentives’, website, last updated
1 June 2017, accessed 10 September 2017,
http://taxsummaries.pwc.com/ID/Spain-Corporate-Tax-credits-and-incentives
1279 PwC, ‘Spain. Corporate – Tax Credits and Incentives’, website, last updated
1 June 2017, accessed 10 September 2017,
http://taxsummaries.pwc.com/ID/Spain-Corporate-Tax-credits-and-incentives
1280 Boletín Oficial del Estado, ‘Ley 48/2015, de 29 de octubre, de Presupuestos Generales del Estado para el año 2016’, 29 October 2015,
accessed 29 November 2017, https://www.boe.es/buscar/pdf/2015/
BOE-A-2015-11644-consolidado.pdf
1281 Eurodad et al., ‘Survival of the richest. Europe’s role supporting an unjust
global tax system’, December 2016, accessed 1 November 2017, www.

References

eurodad.org/survivaloftherichest
1282 Ramboll Management Consulting and Corit Advisory, ‘Study on Structures
of Aggressive Tax Planning and Indicators’, January 2016, accessed 1
November 2017,
http://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/resources/documents/taxation/gen_
info/economic_analysis/tax_papers/taxation_paper_61.pdf
1283 Iñigo Macías Aymar and Susana Ruiz, ‘Una economía para el 99%. España,
un crecimiento económico que deja fuera a las personas vulnerables’, Oxfam Intermon, 2017, accessed 10 September 2017, www.oxfamintermon.
org/sites/default/files/documentos/files/Informe-Una-economia-para99-espana-oxfam-intermon.pdf
1284 Ministry of Tax response to questionnaire, 30 October 2017. There are
nuances to this rate. According to the Ministry of Tax: new companies
performing economic activities with a positive tax base will have a 15 per
cent tax rate the first two years; 20 per cent tax rate for fiscally protected
cooperative societies; 10 per cent tax rate for non-profit entities; 0 per
cent for pension funds; 1 per cent tax rate for investment societies, financial investment funds, real estate investment societies and real estate
investment funds; 30 per cent tax rate for credit entities as well as oil exploring entities. See also OECD.Stat, ‘Table II.1. Statutory corporate income
tax rate’, website, accessed 1 November 2017, http://stats.oecd.org/index.
aspx?DataSetCode=TABLE_II1 , as well as table 1 in chapter 2 on ‘The race
to the bottom’
1285 Iñigo Macías Aymar and Susana Ruiz, ‘Una economía para el 99%. España,
un crecimiento económico que deja fuera a las personas vulnerables’,
Oxfam Intermon, 2017, accessed 10 September 2017, www.oxfamintermon.org/sites/default/files/documentos/files/Informe-Una-economiapara-99-espana-oxfam-intermon.pdf ; Taxes by families include personal
income tax (PIT), value added tax (VAT), PIT for non-residents and special
taxes; taxes for companies include corporate income tax (CIT), green taxes
and others.
1286 See also chapter 2.2 on ‘Someone has to pay’
1287 Jaume Viñas Coll, ‘¿Cuánto pagan de verdad las empresas por el impuesto de sociedades?’, CincoDias, 9 March 2017, accessed 1 November
2017, https://cincodias.elpais.com/cincodias/2017/03/08/economia/1488989674_965631.html
1288 Ministry of Tax response to questionnaire, 30 October 2017
1289 Ministry of Tax response to questionnaire, 30 October 2017
1290 Ministry of Tax response to questionnaire, 30 October 2017
1291 Ministry of Tax response to questionnaire, 30 October 2017
1292 Ministry of Tax response to questionnaire, 30 October 2017
1293 Consejo de Cooperación al Desarrollo, ‘Ideas Clace. Análisis por Orientaciones Estratégicas del IV Plan Director de la Cooperación Española. Informe de Coherencia de Políticas para el Desarrollo 2015’, 2015, approved
6 April 2017, accessed 1 November 2017, http://www.xn--cooperacionespaola-10b.es/sites/default/files/informe_coherencia_politicas_desarrollo_2015_cooperacion_espanola_ideas_clave_v2_aprobado_consejo_cooperacion_abril_2017.pdf
1294 Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Cooperation response to questionnaire, 29
September 2017.
1295 Ministry of Foreign Affairs and Cooperation response to questionnaire, 29
September 2017.
1296 See chapter 5.9 on ‘Ensuring truly global decision-making’
1297 Erik Halkjaer, ’Storföretags skatter hemliga även efter Panamaskandalen’,
Dagens Nyheter, 3 April 2017, accessed 14 November 2017, https://www.
dn.se/ekonomi/global-utveckling/storforetags-skatter-hemliga-aven-efter-panamaskandalen/
1298 Swedish government, ‘Action Plan: Counteracting tax evasion, tax
avoidance and money laundering’, 11 May 2016, accessed 13 October
2017, www.government.se/499ee1/contentassets/099c10d6502745279ff7a8b11e379c9b/action-plan-counteracting-tax-evasion-tax-avoidance-and-money-laundering.pdf
1299 Ministry for Finance response to Eurodad questionnaire and Department
of Finance, and Finansdepartementet, ’Direktiv om gemensam bolagsskattebas och gemensam konsoliderad bolagsskattebas’, Regeringskansliet, Faktapromemoria 2016/17:FPM26, 23 November 2016, accessed
14 November 2017, https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/
dokument/fakta-pm-om-eu-forslag/direktiv-om-gemensam-bolagsskattebas-och-gemensam_H406FPM26
1300 Swedish government, ‘Action Plan: Counteracting tax evasion, tax

1301

1302
1303

1304

1305
1306

1307

1308
1309
1310
1311
1312

1313

1314
1315

1316
1317

1318
1319
1320

1321

1322
1323
1324

avoidance and money laundering’, 11 May 2016, accessed 13 October
2017, www.government.se/499ee1/contentassets/099c10d6502745279ff7a8b11e379c9b/action-plan-counteracting-tax-evasion-tax-avoidance-and-money-laundering.pdf
Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf , p.A36
Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs response to Eurodad questionnaire.
Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf , p.A35
The countries are: Bosnia Herzegovina, Cambodia, Guatemala, Kenya,
Kosovo, Moldova and Mozambique. Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs
response to Eurodad questionnaire.
Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs response to Eurodad questionnaire.
Addis Tax Initiative Monitoring Report 2015, accessed 13 October 2017,
https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf
Swedish government,’Politiken för global utveckling i genomförandet av
Agenda 2030’, Regeringens skrivelse, 2015/16:182, 26 May 2016, accessed
14 November 2017, http://www.regeringen.se/49bbd2/contentassets/
c233ad3e58d4434cb8188903ae4b9ed1/politiken-for-global-utveckling-i-genomforandet-av-agenda-2030-skr.-201516182.pdf
See chapter 5.9 on ‘Ensuring truly global decision-making’
See chapter 5.9 on ‘Ensuring truly global decision-making’
See below under ’Global solutions’
See chapter 5.7 on ‘Capacity development and technical assistance to
developing countries’
See Swedish Government,’Politiken för global utveckling i genomförandet
av Agenda 2030’, Regeringens skrivelse, 2015/16:182, 26 May 2016, accessed 14 November 2017, http://www.regeringen.se/49bbd2/contentassets/c233ad3e58d4434cb8188903ae4b9ed1/politiken-for-global-utveckling-i-genomforandet-av-agenda-2030-skr.-201516182.pdf ; and Swedish
Government, ‘Policy framework for Swedish development cooperation
and humanitarian assistance’, Government Communication 2016/17:60, 14
December 2016, accessed 31 October 2017, www.government.se/49a184/
contentassets/43972c7f81c34d51a82e6a7502860895/skr-60-engelskversion_web.pdf
Concord Sweden, ’Barometer 2016, Vägen framåt för svensk politik för
global utveckling’, 2016, accessed 14 November 2017, http://www.concord.se/wp-content/uploads/PGU-Barometer-final.pdf
See below under ‘Taxation’
Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf , p.A37
See below under ‘Transparency’
The initiative is focused on automatic exchange about beneficial ownership between governments, and thus the information would not be public.
See Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015, June 2017, accessed
25 October 2017, https://www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf , p.A37
Swedish Ministry of Finance response to Eurodad questionnaire.
Swedish Ministry of Finance response to Eurodad questionnaire.
Justitiedepartementet, ’Direktiv om öppen land-förland-rapportering av skatt’, Regeringskansliet Faktapromemoria 2015/16:FPM81, 17
May 2016, accessed 14 November 2017, https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/
dokument-lagar/dokument/fakta-pm-om-eu-forslag/direktiv-om-oppen-land-for-land-rapportering-av_H306FPM81
Erik Halkjaer, ’Storföretags skatter hemliga även efter Panamaskandalen’,
Dagens Nyheter, 3 April 2017, accessed 14 November 2017, https://www.
dn.se/ekonomi/global-utveckling/storforetags-skatter-hemliga-aven-efter-panamaskandalen/
Swedish Ministry of Finance response to Eurodad questionnaire.
See chapter 5.8.3 on ‘Allowing citizens to know what multinationals pay in
taxes’
Justitiedepartementet, ’Direktiv om öppen land-förland-rapportering av skatt’, Regeringskansliet Faktapromemoria 2015/16:FPM81, 17
May 2016, accessed 14 November 2017, https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/
dokument-lagar/dokument/fakta-pm-om-eu-forslag/direktiv-om-oppen-land-for-land-rapportering-av_H306FPM81

Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom • 173

References

1325 Swedish Ministry of Finance response to the Eurodad questionnaire,
referring to Chapter 5, Section 25 and Chapter 7, Section 4 of Finansinspektionen, ‘Föreskrifter och allmänna råd om årsredovisning i kreditinstitut och värdepappersbolag’, (FFFS 2008:25), last updated 1 January
2016, accessed 14 November 2017, http://www.fi.se/sv/vara-register/
sok-fffs/2008/200825/
1326 Ministry of Finance response to the Eurodad questionnaire, for the Accounting Directive, referring to government bill 2015/16:3, see Regeringen, ‘Tydligare redovisningsregler och nya
rapporteringskrav för utvinningsindustrin’, 24 September 2015, accessed 14
November 2017, http://www.regeringen.se/contentassets/f49b8bb2fbe54bd58fc830b5d49de2de/tydligare-redovisningsregler-och-nya-rapporteringskrav-for-utvinningsindustrin.pdf and for the Transparency
Directive referring to government bill 2015/16:193, see Regeringen, ’Företagens rapportering om hållbarhet och mångfaldspolicy’, 16 June 2016,
accessed 14 November 2017, https://data.riksdagen.se/fil/D719F903297D-4B7A-A7B4-71C80C5B63A9
1327 Swedish Ministry of Finance response to Eurodad questionnaire.
1328 Swedish parliament, ‘Lag (2016:749) om särskilt skydd mot repressalier
för arbetstagare som slår larm om allvarliga missförhållanden’, 16 June
2016, accessed 2 October 2017, www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/
dokument/svensk-forfattningssamling/lag-2016749-om-sarskilt-skyddmot-repressalier_sfs-2016-749
1329 Swedish Ministry of Finance response to Eurodad questionnaire.
1330 Swedish parliament, ’Lag (2017:631) om registrering av verkliga huvudmän’, 22 June 2017, accessed 2 October 2017, https://www.riksdagen.se/
sv/dokument-lagar/dokument/svensk-forfattningssamling/lag-2017631om-registrering-av-verkliga_sfs-2017-631. See also NautaDutilh, ‘Status
overview UBO register Europe’, 31 August 2017, accessed 14 November
2017, www.nautadutilh.com/globalassets/overview-status-implementation-ubo-register---survey-nautadutilh-31-august-2017.pdf , p.100
1331 Swedish Companies Registration Office, ‘Sök verklig huvudman’, webpage,
1 September 2017, accessed 2 October 2017, http://bolagsverket.se/pb/
etjanster/verklig-huvudman/sok
1332 Swedish Ministry of Finance response to Eurodad questionnaire.
1333 Per Bolund, Finansmarknads- och konsumentminister, ’Penningtvättsdirektivet och offentliga register, Svar på skriftlig fråga’, 24 May 2017,
accessed 13 October 2017, https://www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/
dokument/svar-pa-skriftlig-fraga/penningtvattsdirektivet-och-offentliga-register_H4121428
1334 Swedish Ministry of Finance response to Eurodad questionnaire.
1335 Swedish Ministry of Finance response to Eurodad questionnaire.
1336 Swedish Ministry of Finance response to Eurodad questionnaire.
1337 Swedish Ministry of Finance response to Eurodad questionnaire.
1338 See table 4 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
1339 See figure 3 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
1340 ActionAid, ‘Mistreated’, February 2016, accessed 13 October 2017, http://
www.actionaid.org/sites/files/actionaid/actionaid_-_mistreated_tax_
treaties_report_-_feb_2016.pdf
1341 ActionAid, ‘Mistreated’, February 2016, accessed 13 October 2017, http://
www.actionaid.org/sites/files/actionaid/actionaid_-_mistreated_tax_
treaties_report_-_feb_2016.pdf
1342 Forum Syd, ’Skatteflykten – Världens problem’, 2016, accessed 14 November 2017, http://www.forumsyd.org/PageFiles/7735/Rapport_Skatteflykt_WEB.pdf , p.16 and Concord Sweden, ’Barometer 2016, Vägen framåt
för svensk politik för global utveckling’, 2016, accessed 14 November 2017,
http://www.concord.se/wp-content/uploads/PGU-Barometer-final.pdf
1343 Mattias Carlsson, ‘Lucka i lagen gör Sverige till skatteparadis’, 30 October
2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:0LKmzvr1EaAJ:https://www.dn.se/nyheter/
sverige/lucka-i-lagen-gor-sverige-till-skatteparadis/+&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=be
1344 Mattias Carlsson, ‘Lucka i lagen gör Sverige till skatteparadis’, 30 October
2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://webcache.googleusercontent.com/search?q=cache:0LKmzvr1EaAJ:https://www.dn.se/nyheter/
sverige/lucka-i-lagen-gor-sverige-till-skatteparadis/+&cd=1&hl=en&ct=clnk&gl=be
1345 Swedish Ministry of Finance response to Eurodad questionnaire.

174 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

1346 Swedish Ministry of Finance response to Eurodad questionnaire.
1347 Finansdepartementet, ‘Nya Skatteregler för Företagssektorn’, June 2017,
accessed 1 November 2017, http://www.regeringen.se/49e192/contentassets/c10c7c5d32c74590b1d756973068cf11/nya-skatteregler-for-foretagssektorn
1348 Swedish Ministry of Finance response to Eurodad questionnaire.
1349 Swedish parliament, ’Lag (1998:189) om förhandsbesked i skattefrågor’,
last updated 2015, accessed 4 October 2017, https://www.riksdagen.se/
sv/dokument-lagar/dokument/svensk-forfattningssamling/lag-1998189om-forhandsbesked-i-skattefragor_sfs-1998-189
1350 Swedish parliament, ’Lag (2009:1289) om prissättningsbesked vid internationella transaktioner’, 27 November 2009, accessed 4 October 2017,
www.riksdagen.se/sv/dokument-lagar/dokument/svensk-forfattningssamling/lag-20091289-om-prissattningsbesked-vid_sfs-2009-1289
1351 European Commission, ‘Statistics on APAs in the EU at the End of 2015’,
20 October 2016, accessed 25 October 2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/jtpf0152016enapa.pdf
1352 Swedish Ministry of Foreign Affairs response to Eurodad questionnaire
and in conversations with Swedish civil society organisations in 2015,
referred to in Concord Sweden, ’Barometer 2016, Vägen framåt för svensk
politik för global utveckling’, 2016, accessed 14 November 2017, http://
www.concord.se/wp-content/uploads/PGU-Barometer-final.pdf
1353 Addis Tax Initiative Monitoring Report 2015, accessed 13 October 2017,
www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf , p.A37
1354 Theresa May, ‘G20 – in the House of Commons at 3:35 pm on 10 July 2017’,
They Work For You, 10 July 2017, accessed 8 September 2017, www.
theyworkforyou.com/debates/?id=2017-07-10a.25.0
1355 Conservative Party Manifesto 2017, accessed on 22 September 2017,
https://s3.eu-west-2.amazonaws.com/manifesto2017/Manifesto2017.pdf
1356 Philip Oltermann, ‘Hammond threatens EU with aggressive tax changes
after Brexit’, The Guardian, 15 January 2017, accessed 22 September 2017,
www.theguardian.com/politics/2017/jan/15/philip-hammond-suggestsuk-outside-single-market-could-become-tax-haven
1357 BBC News, ‘Brexit: UK will not cut taxes, says Philip Hammond’, 31 July
2017, accessed on 22 September 2017, www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-politics-40771900
1358 Labour Party Manifesto 2017, accessed on 22 September 2017, www.
labour.org.uk/page/-/Images/manifesto-2017/Labour%20Manifesto%20
2017.pdf
1359 The Guardian, ‘Key revelations from the Paradise Papers’, 8 November 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.theguardian.com/
news/2017/nov/08/key-revelations-from-the-paradise-papers
1360 Football Files, ‘A bit of wizardry can save stars hundreds of thousands’,
Sunday Times, 11 December 2016, accessed on 11 August 2017, www.thetimes.co.uk/edition/news/a-bit-of-wizardry-can-save-stars-hundreds-ofthousands-59bcvp002
1361 HM Revenue & Customs, ‘Promoters of Tax Avoidance Schemes: associated and successor entities rules’, 8 March 2017, accessed on 22 September
2017, www.gov.uk/government/publications/promoters-of-tax-avoidance-schemes-associated-and-successor-entities-rules
1362 See also chapter 5.8.4 on ‘Hidden ownership’
1363 Luke Harding, ‘The Global Laundromat: how did it work and who benefited?’, The Guardian, 20 March 2017, accessed on 11 August 2017, www.
theguardian.com/world/2017/mar/20/the-global-laundromat-how-did-itwork-and-who-benefited
1364 Luke Harding, ‘The Global Laundromat: how did it work and who benefited?’, The Guardian, 20 March 2017, accessed on 11 August 2017, www.
theguardian.com/world/2017/mar/20/the-global-laundromat-how-did-itwork-and-who-benefited
1365 Luke Harding, ‘The Global Laundromat: how did it work and who benefited?’, The Guardian, 20 March 2017, accessed on 11 August 2017, www.
theguardian.com/world/2017/mar/20/the-global-laundromat-how-did-itwork-and-who-benefited
1366 See Paul Radu and Ion Preașcă, ‘The Banks’, OCCRP, 20 March 2017,
accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.occrp.org/en/laundromat/thebanks/ and OCCRP, ‘Russian Laundromat Investigation Targets Royal Bank
of Scotland’, 7 August 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.
occrp.org/en/daily/6823-russian-laundromat-investigation-targets-royal-bank-of-scotland

References

1367 Javier Garcia-Bernardo, Jan Fichtner, Frank W. Takes and Eelke M.
Heemskerk, ‘Uncovering Offshore Financial Centers: Conduits and Sinks
in the Global Corporate Ownership Network’, Supplementary note, 24 July
2017, accessed 19 September, https://static-content.springer.com/esm/ar
t%3A10.1038%2Fs41598-017-06322-9/MediaObjects/41598_2017_6322_
MOESM1_ESM.pdf
1368 Hera Hussain, ‘Brexit will only mean more money laundering scandals like
‘Global Laundromat’, Independent, 22 March 2017, accessed on 11 August
2017, www.independent.co.uk/voices/global-laundromat-money-laundering-panama-papers-more-scandals-a7644481.html
1369 John McDonnell MP, House of Commons debate on money laundering and
British banks, Hansard volume 623, column 778, 21 March 2017, accessed
on 11 August 2017, http://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2017-03-21/
debates/C6DDD86E-7A03-42D9-B8A8-612AD37EB93D/MoneyLaunderingBritishBanks?highlight=laundromat#contribution-F56A5853-4ADC-4B
68-BF8E-722246D62056
1370 Luke Harding, Caelainn Barr and Dina Nagapetyants, ‘UK at centre of
secret $3bn Azerbaijani money laundering and lobbying scheme’, The
Guardian, 4 September 2017, accessed 8 September 2017, www.theguardian.com/world/2017/sep/04/uk-at-centre-of-secret-3bn-azerbaijanimoney-laundering-and-lobbying-scheme
1371 Hera Hussain, ‘Brexit will only mean more money laundering scandals like
‘Global Laundromat’, Independent, 22 March 2017, accessed on 11 August
2017, www.independent.co.uk/voices/global-laundromat-money-laundering-panama-papers-more-scandals-a7644481.html
1372 Spencer Woodman, ‘Inside The Secret World Of Offshore Mega-Trusts’,
ICIJ, 7 November 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.icij.org/
investigations/paradise-papers/secret-world-offshore-mega-trusts/
1373 Spencer Woodman, ‘Inside The Secret World Of Offshore Mega-Trusts’,
ICIJ, 7 November 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.icij.org/
investigations/paradise-papers/secret-world-offshore-mega-trusts/
1374 Letter from Mr David Bagg, HM Treasury, to Will Snell, Tax Justice UK,
dated 22 August 2017.
1375 House of Commons European Scrutiny Committee, ‘Taxation: a common
consolidated corporate tax base’, 7 December 2016, accessed on 11
August 2017, https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201617/cmselect/
cmeuleg/71-xxi/71-xxi.pdf
1376 Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015’, 16 June 2017, accessed
on 11 August 2017, www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf , p.34.
1377 ICAI, ‘UK aid’s contribution to tackling tax avoidance and evasion’, 27 September 2016, accessed on 11 August 2017, http://icai.independent.gov.uk/
html-report/uk-aids-contribution-to-tackling-tax-avoidance-and-evasion
1378 Hernán Cortés Saenz and Tove Maria Ryding, ‘In whose benefit – a
different perspective on Tax Inspectors Without Borders’, Eurodad,
October 2016, accessed 17 November 2017, http://www.eurodad.org/files/
pdf/1546652-for-whose-benefit-a-different-perspective-on-tax-inspectors-without-borders.pdf
1379 ‘DFID Bilateral Development Review’, 1 December 2016, accessed on 11
August 2017, www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/573889/Bilateral-Development-Review-2016.pdf , p.25.
1380 ICAI, ‘UK aid’s contribution to tackling tax avoidance and evasion’, 27 September 2016, accessed on 11 August 2017, http://icai.independent.gov.uk/
html-report/uk-aids-contribution-to-tackling-tax-avoidance-and-evasion
1381 Addis Tax Initiative, ‘ATI Monitoring Report 2015’, 16 June 2017, accessed
on 11 August 2017, www.addistaxinitiative.net/documents/Addis-Tax-Initiative_Monitoring-Report_2015_EN.pdf
1382 Letter from Mr David Bagg, HM Treasury, to Will Snell, Tax Justice UK,
dated 22 August 2017.
1383 DFID Annual Report and Accounts 2016/17, 6 July 2017, accessed on 22
September 2017, www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/625548/DFID-Annual-Report-and-Accounts-2016-17.
pdf , p.12.
1384 Jane Ellison MP, written answer to question by Mike Kane MP, 22 March
2017, accessed on 25 August 2017, www.parliament.uk/business/publications/written-questions-answers-statements/written-question/Commons/2017-03-14/67995
1385 Tax Justice Network, ‘DFID’s work on international tax avoidance: in whose
interest?’, 27 September 2016, accessed on 11 August 2017, www.taxjustice.net/2016/09/27/dfids-work-international-tax-avoidance-whose-inter-

est
1386 According to the Treasury: ‘This will ensure public CBCR applies to both
UK headquartered and foreign headquartered multinationals, requiring
them to comprehensively report on their profits made and taxes paid for
the full range of countries in which they operate. It will also ensure that
the CBCR requirements cannot be avoided through group restructuring,
and that UK headquartered groups are not put at a competitive disadvantage. The UK has raised this issue with international partners including
at the G20 and will continue to engage with our international partners, including at EU level, on this issue’. Letter from Mr David Bagg, HM Treasury,
to Will Snell, Tax Justice UK, dated 22 August 2017.
1387 UK Parliament website, ‘Notices of Amendments: 31 August 2016’,
accessed 17 November 2017, https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/bills/
cbill/2016-2017/0047/amend/finance_rm_0831.22-28.html , amendment
number 145.
1388 According to the Treasury: ‘This will ensure public CBCR applies to both
UK headquartered and foreign headquartered multinationals, requiring
them to comprehensively report on their profits made and taxes paid for
the full range of countries in which they operate. It will also ensure that
the CBCR requirements cannot be avoided through group restructuring,
and that UK headquartered groups are not put at a competitive disadvantage. The UK has raised this issue with international partners including
at the G20 and will continue to engage with our international partners, including at EU level, on this issue’. Letter from Mr David Bagg, HM Treasury,
to Will Snell, Tax Justice UK, dated 22 August 2017.
1389 Theresa May, ‘G20 – in the House of Commons at 3:35 pm on 10th July
2017’, They Work For You, 10 July 2017, accessed 8 September 2017,
https://www.theyworkforyou.com/debates/?id=2017-07-10a.25.0
1390 Theresa May, ‘G20 – in the House of Commons at 3:35 pm on 10 July 2017’,
They Work For You, 10 July 2017, accessed 8 September 2017, https://
www.theyworkforyou.com/debates/?id=2017-07-10a.25.0
1391 Baroness Susan Kramer, House of Lords debate, Criminal Finances Bill,
Hansard volume 782, column 534, 28 March 2017, accessed on 25 August
2017, http://hansard.parliament.uk/Lords/2017-03-28/debates/1FD25E98-DF29-47CF-9967-4C24F82D0965/CriminalFinancesBill
1392 HMRC, ‘Tackling tax evasion: Government guidance for the corporate offence of failure to prevent the criminal facilitation of tax evasion’, October
2016 draft, accessed on 25 August 2017, www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/560120/Tackling_tax_evasion_-_Draft_government_guidance_for_the_corporate_offence_of_failure_to_prevent_the_criminal_facilitation_of_tax_evasion.pdf
1393 The register can be accessed at Companies House, ‘Search the register’,
accessed 17 November 2017, https://beta.companieshouse.gov.uk/
1394 OpenOwnership and Global Witness, ‘Learning the lessons from the UK’s
public beneficial ownership register’, October 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, https://www.globalwitness.org/documents/19250/Learning_
the_Lessons_from_the_UKs_public_Beneficial_Ownership_register.pdf
1395 Robert Palmer and Sam Leon, ‘What Does the UK Beneficial Ownership
Data Show us?’, Global Witness, 22 November 2016, accessed 8 September 2017, www.globalwitness.org/en/blog/what-does-uk-beneficial-ownership-data-show-us/
1396 Tax Justice Network, ‘UK Parliament fails to tackle financial secrecy in its
overseas territories’, 26 April 2017, accessed on 22 September 2017, www.
taxjustice.net/2017/04/26/uk-parliament-fails-tackle-financial-secrecy-overseas-territories
1397 UK parliament website, ‘Criminal Finances Bill: Lords Amendments’, April
24 2017, accessed 17 November 2017, http://researchbriefings.parliament.
uk/ResearchBriefing/Summary/CDP-2017-0125
1398 Tax Justice Network, ‘UK Parliament fails to tackle financial secrecy in its
overseas territories’, 26 April 2017, accessed on 22 September 2017, www.
taxjustice.net/2017/04/26/uk-parliament-fails-tackle-financial-secrecy-overseas-territories
1399 HM Government, The Money Laundering, Terrorist Financing and Transfer
of Funds (Information on the Payer) Regulations 2017, 22 June 2017,
accessed on 22 September 2017, www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2017/692/
pdfs/uksi_20170692_en.pdf
1400 HMRC, ‘Trusts Registration Service’, in HMRC Trusts and Estates Newsletter: September 2017, 14 September 2017, accessed on 22 September 2017,
www.gov.uk/government/publications/hm-revenue-and-customs-trustsand-estates-newsletters/hmrc-trusts-and-estates-newsletter-septem-

Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom • 175

References

ber-2017#trusts-registration-service
1401 Letter from Mr David Bagg, HM Treasury, to Will Snell, Tax Justice UK,
dated 22 August 2017.
1402 Jane Ellison MP, House of Commons debate, Double Taxation Treaties (Developing Countries) Bill, Hansard volume 618, column 1145, 16 December
2016, accessed on 25 August 2017, http://hansard.parliament.uk/Commons/2016-12-16/debates/1AA01945-F54A-4608-8CED-032482930484/
DoubleTaxationTreaties(DevelopingCountries)Bill
1403 See table 4 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
1404 See figure 3 in chapter 4.5 on ‘Bilateral tax treaties – signing off taxing
rights’
1405 ActionAid, ‘Mistreated’, February 2016, accessed 13 October 2017, http://
www.actionaid.org/sites/files/actionaid/actionaid_-_mistreated_tax_
treaties_report_-_feb_2016.pdf , The ActionAid report identified 13 of the
UK’s treaties as ‘very restrictive’, but one of these treaties is no longer in
force, and it has therefore not been included in this report.
1406 International Development Select Committee, ‘Tax in Developing Countries: Increasing Resources for Development’, 16 July 2012, accessed on
25 August 2017, https://publications.parliament.uk/pa/cm201213/cmselect/cmintdev/130/13006.htm#a8
1407 Letter from Mr David Bagg, HM Treasury, to Will Snell, Tax Justice UK,
dated 22 August 2017.
1408 OECD, ‘Signatories and Parties to the Multilateral Convention to Implement
Tax Treaty Related Measures to Prevent Base Erosion and Profit Shifting’,
17 August 2017, accessed 25 September 2017, http://www.oecd.org/tax/
treaties/beps-mli-signatories-and-parties.pdf
1409 HM Government, ‘Understand UK tax and incentives’, accessed on 25
August 2017, https://invest.great.gov.uk/int/setup-guide/understand-tax/
1410 HMRC, ‘Estimated costs of principal tax reliefs’, accessed on 25 September 2017, www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/579720/Dec_16_Main_Reliefs_Final.pdf
1411 See chapter 4.3 on ‘Patent boxes’
1412 BDO, ‘UK patent box rules changed from 1 July 2016’, 16 January 2017,
accessed 2 November 2017, https://www.bdo.co.uk/en-gb/insights/tax/
corporate-tax/uk-patent-box-rules-changed
1413 HMRC, ‘Policy paper: Corporation Tax to 17% in 2020’, 16 March 2016,
accessed on 22 September 2017, www.gov.uk/government/publications/
corporation-tax-to-17-in-2020/corporation-tax-to-17-in-2020
1414 Letter from Mr David Bagg, HM Treasury, to Will Snell, Tax Justice UK,
dated 22 August 2017.
1415 Institute for Fiscal Studies, ‘What’s been happening to corporation tax?’, 10
May 2017, accessed on 25 August 2017, www.ifs.org.uk/publications/9207
1416 HMRC, ‘Guidance – Seeking clearance or approval for a transaction’, 28
June 2017, accessed 8 September 2017, www.gov.uk/guidance/seeking-clearance-or-approval-for-a-transaction
1417 HMRC, ‘State of Practice 2 (2010)’, 8 November 2017, accessed 8 September 2017, www.gov.uk/government/publications/statement-of-practice-2-2010/statement-of-practice-2-2010
1418 European Commission, ‘Statistics on APAs in the EU at the End of 2015’,
20 October 2016, accessed 25 October 2017, https://ec.europa.eu/taxation_customs/sites/taxation/files/jtpf0152016enapa.pdf
1419 HMRC, ‘Transfer Pricing and Diverted Profits Tax statistics, to 2016/17’,
1420 Letter from Mr David Bagg, HM Treasury, to Will Snell, Tax Justice UK,
dated 22 August 2017.

176 • Tax Games: the Race to the Bottom

This report has been produced with the financial assistance of the Norwegian
Agency for Development Cooperation (Norad) and Open Society Foundations.
The contents of this publication are the sole responsibility of Eurodad and the authors
of the report, and can in no way be taken to reflect the views of the funders.

